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¢ Resource Code 21092 .3

The notices required pursuant to Sections 21080.4 and 21092 for an environmental impact report_shall
be posted in the office of the County Clerk of each county in which the project will be located and +
shall remain for a period of 30 days. The notice required pursuant to Section 21092 for a negative
declaration shall be so posted for a period of 20 days, unless otherwise required by law to be posted for
30 days. The County Clerk shall post notices within 24 hours of receipt.

Public Resources Code 21152

All notices filed pursuant to this section shall be available for public inspection, and shall be posted
within 24 hours of receipt in the office of the County clerk. Each notice shall remain posted for a
period of 30 days. Thereafter, the clerk shall return the notice to the local agency with a notation of the
period it was posted. The local agency shall retain the notice for not less than nine months,



NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

To: [ County of Orange From:  Orange County Water District (Lead Agent:y{ﬁgﬁ{:w*i«}
County Clerk, EIR Desk P.O. Box 8300
12 Civig Center Plaza, Room 10@ @ S T E ﬁ Fountain Valley, CA 92728-8300

Santa Ana, California 92701 Contact: Greg Woodside
‘ Telephone: {714) 378-3275
. T UG 17 2008
[ County of Riverside A : -
County Clerk Office , RECORDER 10500 g‘lf"i?“is AVENKE v .
Gateway Office oM DALY, CLERKS SRy FonTain Vauey, CA B2 9082
2720 Gateway Drive B v -

Riverside, CA 92507 )
Recorded in Official Records, Orange County

Toin Daly, Clerk-Recorder

R ok hagoarg T W 0 850,00
Sevond Foor - Averue 200685000837 09-06am 08/17/06
Ban Bermardino, CA 82415 80 67 202

850.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

b4 Office of Planning and Research

P. Q. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 958123044

Subject: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Sections 21108 or 21152 of the Public Resources Code.

State Clearinghouse Number: 2004051004 F ; L & Q
itle: in Water Co ) s ; ’
Project Title:_Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study 13806

Project Location: ,
County: _Orange/Riverside/San Bernarding TQUDALY, CLEHC RECORDER
City/Nearest Community: The project is located at Prado Dam and the Prado Réservoir.-whieh a1e..... 05U
located in Riverside County and San Bernardino County near the intersection of State Highway 91

and Stale Highway 71, Areas potentially impacted by the project include: Anaheim, Orange, Yorba

Linda, Chino, Chino Hills, Norco, Corona,

The project location is shown in Figure 2-2 in the February 2005 Environmental Impact State-
ment/Environmental impact Report

Project Description:

Prado Dam is currently used for flood control and water conservation purposes. The primary
use of Prado Dam is for flood control purposes. Water conservation is implemented in a
manner so that it does not interfere with Prado Dam’s flood control function. During the flood
season (generally October through February), water can currently be stored up to elevation
494 feet mean sea level for water conservation purposes in accordance with the United
States Army Corps of Engineer’s operational control manual for Prado Dam.

The project would capture additional surplus water behind Prado Dam during the flood sea-
son, thus raising the elevation of the conservation pool. The project would modify the United
States Army Corps of Engineer's operational control manual for Prado Dam, but would re-
quire no additional construction. During the flood season, a greater volume of water could be
impounded behind the dam, up to elevation 498 feet mean sea level, The four-foot increase

Page 1 of 2



in the water étcrage elevation would aflow up to an additional 5,205 acre-feet of water stor-
age. During the non-flood season, water would continue to be impounded up to elevation
505 fest msl, as with existing operations.

This is to advise that the Orange County Water District {Lead Agency) has approved the above-described project on August
16, 2008, and has made the following determinations regarding the above-described project:

o

The project] [ will & will not] have a significant effect on the environment.

An Environmental impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.
{T] A Negative Declaration was preparsd for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

Mitigation measures [ [X) were [[] were not] made a condition of the approval of the project.
A mitigation reporting or monitoring plan [ B3 was {1 was not ] adopted for this project.

A Statement of Overriding Considerations | [ was B was not ] adopted for this project.
Findings [ ] were [[J were not] made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

ha

o om ok W

This is to certify that a copy of the Final Environmental Impact Report, with comments and responses and record of project
approval, Is available to the General Public at the Orange County Water District, 10800 Efiis Avenue, Fourdain Valley, Cali-
forrda 92708.
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AUT 17 2006
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES-1 INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) and Orange County Water District
(OCWD) published the Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study — Main
Report With Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(EIS/EIR) in February 2005 pursuant to the National Environmental Protection
Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). USACE is the
NEPA lead agency and OCWD is the CEQA lead agency for this project. This
document augments the analysis of specific portions of the February 2005
EIS/EIR to ensure compliance with CEQA requirements, including an expanded
analysis of the project’s potential for inducing growth, an expanded analysis of
the project’s potential cumulative impacts, significance criteria and additional
discussion on environmental impacts and mitigation commitments. The
Recirculated Draft EIR consists of the February 2005 EIS/EIR in its entirety as
well as the additional information provided in this document. A compact disk
containing the February 2005 EIS/EIR in an electronic file is attached to the
inside back cover of this document. The Recirculated Draft EIR is being
circulated for a 45-day public review period.

PURPOSE

The Recirculated Draft EIR for the Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility
Study provides the information necessary for OCWD to comply with CEQA
environmental review requirements. In July 2004, the USACE published the
Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study Main Report and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (SCH
2004051004). Subsequently, in February 2005, the USACE published the Prado
Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study Main Report and Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (referred to herein as February
2005 EIS/EIR). Notice of availability of this document was published in the
Federal Register on June 24, 2005, 70 Fed. Reg. 36581. Comments were
received during the public comment period stating that the EIR portion of the
document was lacking certain analyses and procedural requirements needed to
fully comply with CEQA. In response to these comments, OCWD as the CEQA
lead agency circulated a Notice of Preparation on September 30, 2005 and has
prepared the Recirculated Draft EIR.

The Recirculated Draft EIR is being circulated for a 45-day public review period.
Comments received on the previous draft EIS/EIR are not reproduced in the
recirculated draft EIR and individual responses for each comment previously
received have not been prepared. The Recirculated Draft EIR has been
prepared to include information that sufficiently addresses concerns raised in
comments received on the previous EIS/EIR. Pursuant to Section 15088.5(f)(1)
of the CEQA Guidelines, when an EIR is recirculated in its entirety, the lead
agency may require that reviewers submit new comments. OCWD is requesting



that anyone wishing to comment on the project submit a new set of comments
reflecting the Recirculated Draft EIR. The Final EIR will provide responses to
comments received on the Recirculated Draft EIR only.

The NEPA process has been completed and no additional information or
notification requirements are needed to comply with NEPA. The Record of
Decision for the Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study was signed
on April 16, 2006 by the Director of Civil Works for the United States Army. The
Record of Decision includes the finding that the operational plan recommended
by the Feasibility Study and EIS/EIR is technically feasible, economically
justified, environmentally acceptable, and in the public interest.

CONTENTS OF THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

The Recirculated Draft EIR consists of the February 2005 EIS/EIR in its entirety
as well as the additional information provided in this document. The additional
information provided in this document includes information regarding the
environmental analysis, significance criteria, potential impacts, mitigation
measures, growth inducement, and cumulative impacts.

In addition, this document compiles all mitigation commitments developed in the
February 2005 EIS/EIR into a summary table (Table ES-1; also Table 3-3) for
ease of reference and for inclusion in a subsequent Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Plan (MMRP). The remaining analysis, impact conclusions, and
mitigation commitments contained in the February 2005 EIS/EIR remain
applicable to the project.

ES-2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project would capture additional surplus water behind Prado Dam
during winter months, thus raising the elevation of the conservation pool. The
project would modify the USACE’s operational control manual for Prado Dam,
but would require no additional construction. The February 2005 EIS/EIR
evaluated the potential environmental impacts of five project alternatives.
Alternative 2 is the preferred project alternative. The following sections describe
each alternative.

ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No Action Alternative involves no change to existing operations at Prado
Dam. During the flood season (October 1 through the end of February), water
would continue to be impounded up to an elevation of 494 feet above mean sea
level (msl). During the non-flood season (March 1 through September 30), water
would be impounded up to an elevation of 505 feet msl.

For Alternative 1, and for all other Alternatives, prior to a forecasted storm event,
the conservation pool could be drawn down to an elevation of 490 feet msl| within
24 hours to accommodate incoming storm flow volume and maintain the
Reservoir's primary function as a flood control facility.



ALTERNATIVE 2: PREFERRED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

During the flood season, a greater volume of water could be impounded behind
the dam, up to elevation 498 feet msl. During the non-flood season, water would
continue to be impounded up to elevation 505 feet msl, as with existing
operations.

ALTERNATIVE 3

During the flood season, a greater volume of water could be impounded behind
the dam, up to elevation 500 feet msl. During the non-flood season, water would
continue to be impounded up to elevation 505 feet msl, as with existing
operations.

ALTERNATIVE 4

During the flood season, a greater volume of water could be impounded behind
the dam, up to elevation 505 feet msl. During the non-flood season, water would
continue to be impounded up to elevation 505 feet msl, as with existing
operations.

ALTERNATIVE 5

During the flood season, a greater volume of water could be impounded behind
the dam, up to elevation 508 feet msl. Similarly, during the non-flood season, a
greater volume of water could be impounded behind the dam, up to elevation 508
feet msl as well.

ES-3 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT ANALYSIS

Analyses of resource categories are presented in the general order of the CEQA
Initial Study Checklist Form. To assist the reader, references to the
corresponding sections of the February 2005 EIS/EIR are provided for each
subsection. An expanded discussion of the existing conditions, significance
criteria, impacts analysis, and mitigation measures is also provided for several
environmental resource categories (such as farmlands and agricultural
resources). See Section 3 for this information.

No significant and unavoidable impacts would result from the proposed project.
Mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce potentially significant
impacts to less than significant levels for the proposed project. The impact
summary and mitigation measures are provided in Table ES-1.

Alternative 2, the Preferred Project Alternative, is determined to be the
environmentally superior alternative.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) and Orange County Water District
(OCWD) published the Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study — Main
Report With Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(EIS/EIR)" (State Clearinghouse (SCH) Number 2004051004) in February 2005
pursuant to the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). USACE is the NEPA lead agency and
OCWD is the CEQA lead agency for this project. This document augments the
analysis of specific portions of the February 2005 EIS/EIR to ensure compliance
with CEQA requirements, including an expanded analysis of the project's
potential for inducing growth, an expanded analysis of the project’s potential
cumulative impacts, significance criteria and additional discussion on
environmental impacts and mitigation commitments. The Recirculated Draft EIR
consists of the February 2005 EIS/EIR in its entirety as well as the additional
information provided in this document. A compact disk containing the February
2005 EIS/EIR in an electronic file is attached to the inside back cover of this
document. The Recirculated Draft EIR is being circulated for a 45-day public
review period.

1.1 PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND

The Recirculated Draft EIR for the Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility
Study provides the information necessary for OCWD to comply with CEQA
environmental review requirements. In July 2004, the USACE: published the
Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study Main Report and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (SCH
2004051004). Subsequently, in February 2005, the USACE published the Prado
Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study Main Report and Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (referred to herein as February
2005 EIS/EIR). Notice of availability of this document was published in the
Federal Register on June 24, 2005, 70 Fed. Reg. 36581. Comments were
received during the public comment period stating that the EIR portion of the
document was lacking certain analyses and procedural requirements needed to
fully comply with CEQA. In response to these comments, OCWD as the CEQA
lead agency circulated a Notice of Preparation on September 30, 2005 and has
prepared the Recirculated Draft EIR.

' USACE, Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study Draft Main Report with
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report, February 2005.
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The Recirculated Draft EIR is being circulated for a 45-day public review period.
Comments received on the previous draft EIS/EIR are not reproduced in the
recirculated draft EIR and individual responses for each comment previously
received have not been prepared. The Recirculated Draft EIR has been
prepared to include information that sufficiently addresses concerns raised in
comments received on the previous EIS/EIR. Pursuant to Section 15088.5(f)(1)
of the CEQA Guidelines, when an EIR is recirculated in its entirety, the lead
agency may require that reviewers submit new comments. OCWD is requesting
that anyone wishing to comment on the project submit a new set of comments
reflecting the Recirculated Draft EIR. The Final EIR will provide responses to
comments received on the Recirculated Draft EIR only.

The Recirculated Draft EIR is available for review in its entirety at the following
locations:

OCWD Headquarters
10500 Ellis Avenue
Fountain Valley, California 92708

Public Libraries:

Norco Public Library Corona Public Library
3954 Old Hamner Road 650 South Main Street
Norco, CA 92860 Corona, CA 91720
Riverside Public Library Chino Branch Library
Government Documents 13180 Central Avenue
3581 Mission Inn Avenue Chino, CA 91710
Riverside, CA 92501

San Bernardino County Library Main Library

104 West 4™ Street City of Anaheim

San Bernardino, CA 92401 500 W. Broadway

Anaheim, CA 92805

Orange County Public Library
17565 Los Alamos

Fountain Valley, CA 92708
On the District’'s web site at

http://www.ocwd.com

Hard copies of the Recirculated Draft EIR can also be obtained by contacting
Greg Woodside at (714) 378-3275 or by email at gwoodside@ocwd.com.
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The NEPA process has been completed and no additional information or
notification requirements are needed to comply with NEPA. The Record of
Decision for the Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study was signed
on April 16, 2006 by the Director of Civil Works for the United States Army. The
Record of Decision includes the finding that the operational plan recommended
by the Feasibility Study and EIS/EIR is technically feasible, economically
justified, environmentally acceptable, and in the public interest.

1.2 CONTENTS OF THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

The Recirculated Draft EIR consists of the February 2005 EIS/EIR in its entirety
as well as the additional information provided in this document. The additional
information provided in this document includes information regarding the
environmental analysis, significance criteria, potential impacts, mitigation
measures, growth inducement, and cumulative impacts.

In addition, this document compiles all mitigation commitments developed in the
February 2005 EIS/EIR into a summary table for ease of reference and for
inclusion in a subsequent Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP).
The remaining analysis, impact conclusions, and mitigation commitments
contained in the February 2005 EIS/EIR remain applicable to the project.

2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project would capture additional surplus water behind Prado Dam
during winter months, thus raising the elevation of the conservation pool. The
project would modify the USACE's operational control manual for Prado Dam,
but would require no additional construction. The February 2005 EIS/EIR
evaluated the potential environmental impacts of five project alternatives.
Alternative 2 is the preferred project alternative. The following sections describe
each alternative.

2.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No Action Alternative involves no change to existing operations at Prado
Dam. During the flood season (October 1 through the end of February), water
would continue to be impounded up to an elevation of 494 feet above mean sea
level (msl). During the non-flood season (March 1 through September 30), water
would be impounded up to an elevation of 505 feet msl.

For Alternative 1, and for all other Alternatives, prior to a forecasted storm event,
the conservation pool could be drawn down to an elevation of 490 feet msl within
24 hours to accommodate incoming storm flow volume and maintain the
Reservoir’'s primary function as a flood control facility.

2.2 ALTERNATIVE 2: PREFERRED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

During the flood season, a greater volume of water could be impounded behind
the dam, up to elevation 498 feet msl. During the non-flood season, water would
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continue to be impounded up to elevation 505 feet msl, as with existing
operations.

2.3  ALTERNATIVE 3

During the flood season, a greater volume of water could be impounded behind
the dam, up to elevation 500 feet msl. During the non-flood season, water would
continue to be impounded up to elevation 505 feet msl, as with existing
operations.

24 ALTERNATIVE 4

During the flood season, a greater volume of water could be impounded behind
the dam, up to elevation 505 feet msl. During the non-flood season, water would
continue to be impounded up to elevation 505 feet msl, as with existing
operations.

2.5 ALTERNATIVE S

During the flood season, a greater volume of water could be impounded behind
the dam, up to elevation 508 feet msl. Similarly, during the non-flood season, a
greater volume of water could be impounded behind the dam, up to elevation 508
feet msl as well.

3 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) ANALYSIS

Analyses of resource categories are presented in the general order of the CEQA
Initial Study Checklist Form in the following subsections. To assist the reader,
references to the corresponding sections of the February 2005 EIS/EIR are
provided for each subsection. An expanded discussion of the existing conditions,
significance criteria, impacts analysis, and mitigation measures is also provided
for several environmental resource categories (such as farmlands and
agricultural resources).

3.1 AESTHETICS

3.11 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Existing aesthetics and visual conditions within the project area and site vicinity
upstream and downstream from Prado Reservoir are described in Section 3.8 of
the February 2005 EIS/EIR.

3.1.2 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

For this CEQA analysis, aesthetics and visual impacts were considered
significant if project implementation would:

e Obstruct an existing public scenic view or view from a designated
scenic highway, or;

¢ Substantially alter the existing visual character or quality of the project
area and/or scenic element.
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3.1.3 IMPACTS

Potential aesthetic and visual impacts associated with the implementation of the
proposed project and project alternatives are described in Section 4.7 of the
February 2005 EIS/EIR.

3.1.4 MITIGATION MEASURES

No significant adverse aesthetic impacts would result from implementation of the
proposed project or alternatives and therefore no mitigation measures are
required.

3.2 FARMLANDS/AGRICULTURAL LANDS

3.2.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Portions of the Prado Reservoir have been mapped as prime farmland as shown
on Figure 3-1. Approximately 55 ha (136 acres) of periodically active agricultural
fields are located between elevations 494 and 508 feet within the Prado Basin.
Nearly all of this agricultural land is located along Chino Creek within the
northern portion of the Basin.
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These are lands that have been planted with monoculture crops for human
consumption or to provide feed for livestock. Typically, once the crops have
been harvested the lands are allowed to lie fallow for several years. All USACE
agricultural leases in the County of Riverside and County of San Bernardino
portions of the Prado Reservoir are temporary uses of master recreation
outgrants until the counties develop the areas for recreational use.

Historically, land use in the area surrounding the Prado Reservoir has been
predominantly agricultural with some single-family residential and commercial
uses gradually developing over time. More recently, there has been a relatively
rapid conversion of agricultural land to residential and commercial uses and the
local dairy industry has relocated to other areas. New residential developments
are anticipated in areas previously utilized for agricultural production, particularly
in the area north and northeast of the project area.

3.2.2 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

For this CEQA analysis, potentially adverse impacts to farmland and agricultural
resources were considered significant if the project implementation would:

e Remove or substantially reduce the amount of productive prime
farmland, farmland of local significance, or land protected under the
Williamson Act, from production, unless such removal was accounted
for in the approved local plan.

3.2.3 IMPACTS
Alternative 1

This alternative would not result in any farmland or agricultural resources
impacts, as no changes to existing operations would occur.

Alternative 2, 3, 4 and 5

Implementation of the proposed project or alternatives 3 through 5 would result in
an increase in the duration of inundation within the Prado Basin as compared
with existing operations. This increased period of inundation during the flood
season would incrementally reduce the available growing season for agricultural
lands that are located below the proposed water surface elevation. However, it
would not result in the conversion of any agricultural lands to other land uses or
limit agricultural operations in the region.

As described in Section 4.6. of the February 2005 EIS/EIR, agricultural land use
in the Prado Basin below elevation 510 feet msl could experience a maximum
average of six additional days inundation per year under existing conditions and
a maximum average 20 additional days per year under future conditions. A
maximum average of 20 additional days of inundation per year would result in a
four percent annual reduction in the availability of agricultural lands below 510
feet msl. This reduction would occur during the flood season, which is typically
the non-growing season (or dormant season) for many types of crops and at a
time of the year when daily photoperiod is relatively short.
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Implementation of the proposed project or alternatives 3 through 5 would not
remove or substantially reduce the amount of productive prime farmland,
farmland of local significance, or land protected under the Williamson Act.
Therefore, the potential additional four percent incremental decrease in annual
availability of agricultural lands located below an elevation of 510 feet msl for
production each year is considered less than significant.

3.2.4 MITIGATION MEASURES

No significant adverse farmland/agricultural impacts would result from
implementation of the proposed project and therefore no mitigation measures are
required.

3.3 AIR QUALITY

3.31 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Existing air quality conditions and the regulatory framework within the project
area are described in Section 3.4 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR.

3.3.2 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

Adverse air quality impacts were deemed to be significant under CEQA if project
implementation would:

e Exceed limits established by the South Coast Air Quality Management
District.

¢ Violate any ambient air quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation;

e Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the region is a non-attainment area under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
release of emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors), or;

e Expose sensitive receptors (persons such as children, the elderly, or
persons with lung impairments that make them particularly susceptible
to impacts from air pollutants) to substantial pollutant concentrations.

3.3.3 IMPACTS

Potential air quality impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed
project and project alternatives are described in Section 4.4 of the February 2005
EIS/EIR.

3.34 MITIGATION MEASURES

No significant adverse air quality impacts would result from the impiementation of
the proposed project or alternatives and therefore no mitigation measures are
required.

20



3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

3.4.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Existing biological conditions within the project area and the Santa Ana River
below Prado Dam to Weir Canyon are described in Section 3.3 of the February
2005 EIS/EIR.

3.4.2 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

Significant adverse impacts to biological resources would occur if implementation
of the project would result in:

e Loss of nesting habitat or other limited resource used by a Federal or
State Threatened or Endangered Species;

e Loss of individuals or populations of a Federal or State Threatened or
Endangered Species or its habitat;

e Substantial loss of individuals or populations of a species proposed for
Federal listing, a candidate for state listing, or species that are
regionally rare or otherwise sensitive;

e Substantial loss of species diversity in natural vegetation and wildlife
habitat;

e Loss of habitat that is regionally unique, declining; or designated as
sensitive by resource agencies;

¢ Disturbances to populations or breeding areas of listed Threatened or
Endangered Species, or reduction in the foraging habitat for
Threatened or Endangered Species, and/or;

e Loss of endangered, rare, endemic, or otherwise sensitive species
individuals dependant upon the study area.
3.43 IMPACTS

Potential biological impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed
project and alternatives are described in Section 4.3 of the February 2005
EIS/EIR.

3.44 MITIGATION MEASURES

Biological mitigation measures which shall be implemented to reduce adverse
impacts associated with the proposed project or alternatives are described in
Section 4.3.3 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR.

Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce potentially significant
adverse impacts to less than significant levels.
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

3.51 EXiISTING CONDITIONS

Existing cultural resource conditions within the project area and vicinity are
described in Section 3.9 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR.

3.5.2 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

For this CEQA analysis of cultural resources, criteria for the evaluation of effects
to National Register properties described in 36 CFR 800.9, Criteria of Effect and
Adverse Effect were utilized to determine significant adverse impacts. Project
implementation would be considered to have a significant adverse impact when
the effect on a historic property may diminish the integrity of the property’s
location, design setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.
Potentially significant adverse impacts include, but are not limited to:

e Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the property;

¢ Isolation of the property from or alteration of the character of the
property’s setting when the character contributes to the property’s
qualification for the National Register;

¢ Introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of
character with the property or alter its setting;

e Neglect of a property resulting in its deterioration or destruction;
e Transfer, lease, or sale of the property, or;
e Alteration of the characteristics of a historic property that may qualify

the property for inclusion in the National Register.
3.5.3 IMPACTS

Potential cultural resource impacts associated with the implementation of the
proposed project and project alternatives are described in Section 4.8.1 of the
February 2005 EIS/EIR.

3.54 MITIGATION MEASURES

Cultural resource mitigation measures that shall be implemented for the
proposed project or project alternatives are summarized in Section 4.8.2 of the
February 2005 EIS/EIR. Implementation of these mitigation measures would
reduce potentially significant adverse impacts to less than significant levels.

3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

3.6.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Existing geology and soil conditions within the project area and the Santa Ana
River below Prado Dam to Weir Canyon are described in Section 3.1 of the
February 2005 EIS/EIR.
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3.6.2  SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

Significant adverse impacts to or as a result of geological resources would occur
if implementation of the project would result in:

e People or structures being exposed to a major geologic hazard, or;
« Disruption of a unique geologic feature of unusual scientific value;

3.6.3 IMPACTS

Potential geological and soils related impacts associated with the implementation
of the proposed project and project alternatives are described in Section 4.1 of
the February 2005 EIS/EIR.

3.6.4 MITIGATION MEASURES

No significant adverse geological or soils impacts would result from the
implementation of the proposed project and therefore no mitigation measures are
required.

3.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS WASTE/MATERIALS

3.71 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Hazards and hazardous waste/materials conditions within the existing
environment and surrounding vicinity are described in Section 3.5 of the
February 2005 EIS/EIR.

3.7.2  SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Significant adverse hazard or hazardous materials impacts would occur if:

¢ Project implementation would result in exposure of the public to
hazardous materials, or;

* Project implementation would resuit in exposure of the public to unsafe
conditions or safety issues.

3.7.3 IMPACTS

The proposed project would not increase the use of hazardous materials or
expose sensitive receptors to hazardous materials. No sites listed in
Government Code Section 65962.5 as hazardous waste sites would be
inundated or otherwise affected by the proposed project. None of the areas used
as firing ranges within the Prado Basin would be inundated by the proposed
project. No other past uses within the proposed inundation zones are known to
have contaminated soils. Therefore, water quality would not be adversely
affected by soil conditions in the inundation zone. The Prado Basin has been
used historically and to the present day for duck hunting. In the earlier years,
lead shot was allowed but has not been since the 1990s. Although lead in the
environment can be problematic, the lead shot would now be located under many
feet of sediment and no longer bio-available. Deposition of sediment is still
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occurring in the Basin and the proposed project’s average of six days additional
inundation will have no effect on the buried shot.

3.7.4 MITIGATION MEASURES

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any potentially
significant hazards or hazardous materials and therefore no mitigation measures
are required.

3.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

3.8.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Existing hydrological conditions and water quality within the project area and the
Santa Ana River below Prado Dam to Weir Canyon are described in Section 3.2
of the February 2005 EIS/EIR.

3.8.2 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

For this CEQA analysis, an alternative is considered to result in a significant
adverse hydrology and/or water quality impact if project implementation would
result in:

e Substantial erosion or sedimentation;

e Adversely affect the flood control function of the Prado Dam basin
area;

¢ A reduction in the flood control protection that is currently provided by
the downstream flood control facilities;

e A decrease in the groundwater yield in the project vicinity, or;
o Substantial degradation of the quality of surface water.

3.8.3 IMPACTS

Potential hydrology and water quality impacts associated with the implementation
of the proposed project and project alternatives are described in Section 4.2 of
the February 2005 EIS/EIR.

3.8.4 MITIGATION MEASURES

Hydrology and water quality mitigation measures are described in Section 4.2.2
of the February 2005 EIS/EIR. Implementation of the proposed mitigation
measures would reduce adverse impacts to a level that is considered less than
significant.

3.9 LAND USE AND PLANNING

3.9.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Existing land use within the project site and surrounding vicinity are described in
Section 3.7 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR. Applicable planning and policy
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documents (such as city and county general plans) are described in Section
3.7.2 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR.

3.9.2 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

For this CEQA analysis, land use and planning impacts were considered
significant if project implementation would:

e Be inconsistent with existing or planned land uses within the project
area or vicinity;

¢ Be inconsistent with the adopted policies, goals, and objectives of
General Plans, Community Plans, Specific Plans or other applicable
plans within the project area or vicinity, and/or;

¢ Result in substantial displacements of residents and/or businesses.

3.9.3 IMPACTS

Project implementation would result in direct and adverse but less than
significant impacts to existing onsite and surrounding land uses upstream from
Prado Dam. See Section 4.6.1.2 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR for further
information.

Implementation of the preferred project alternative would result in direct and
adverse but less than significant impacts to existing land uses downstream of
Prado Dam. Significant direct adverse impacts causing physical degradation of
existing recreational and other land uses may occur with certain other
alternatives but not the preferred project alternative. See Section 4.6.1.3 of the
February 2005 EIS/EIR for further information.

3.9.4 MITIGATION MEASURES

No significant adverse land use impacts would result from the implementation of
the proposed project and therefore no mitigation measures are required.

3.10 MINERAL RESOURCES

3.10.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Known mineral resources within the Prado Basin are mainly related to oil and gas
production. The Prado Petroleum Company formerly operated a total of 13 oil
wells between the elevations of 493 and 505 feet within the central-west portion
of the lower Prado Reservoir. All 13 wells were properly abandoned in 1996 in
accordance with state and federal regulations (which included cleaning out each
well and then filling each with cement).

Three of these abandoned wells were leased through the federal government
Bureau of Land Management and were located at an elevation of approximately
500 feet msl. Ten of the abandoned wells fall within oil and gas rights underlying
a portion of land formerly owned by the Santa Ana River Development Company
(SARDCO). The wellhead elevations of these ten wells ranged from
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approximately 493 to 505 feet msl. The surface area of the former SARDCO
lease is approximately 472 acres, and was acquired by OCWD through eminent
domain proceedings in 1967.

Under present conditions, the abandoned oil wells could be inundated for
approximately 0 to 275 days during a 2-year to a 100-year recurrence interval
flood. Under future conditions, the abandoned oil wells could be inundated for
approximately 0 to 315 days during a 2-year to a 100-year recurrence interval
flood. The average annual number of days that the oil wells could be inundated
would shift from approximately nine to 42 days under present conditions to 12 to
68 days under future conditions.

3.10.2 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

For this CEQA analysis, impacts to mineral and/or energy resources were
considered significant if project implementation would:

e Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral or energy resource
of value to the state or region, or;

e Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local government plan, specific plan, or
other land use plan.

3.10.3 IMPACTS
Alternative 1

This alternative would not result in any impacts to mineral resources as no
changes to existing operations would occur.

Alternative 2, 3, 4 and 5

The former oil and gas wells located within the Prado Reservoir are all inactive
and have all been properly abandoned. Even though oil and/or gas production
within the Prado Basin has ceased, implementation of the proposed project or
alternative 3 through 5 would not preclude future oil production if economically
viable reserves remain within the leases. Therefore, no significant adverse oil
and gas production impacts would result from implementation of the proposed
project or alternatives.

No other designated Mineral Resources Zones are located within the proposed
inundation zone. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project or
alternatives would not limit access or result in the loss of availability of known
mineral or energy resources and no significant adverse impacts would occur.

3.10.4 MITIGATION MEASURES

No significant adverse mineral or energy resources impacts would result from the
implementation of the proposed project and therefore no mitigation measures are
required.
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3.11 NOISE

3.11.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

The existing noise environment and regulatory noise framework within the project
area and vicinity is characterized in Section 3.6 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR.
3.11.2 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

For this CEQA analysis, noise impacts were considered significant if project
implementation would:

¢ Result in operational noise associated with maintenance activities,
which does not conform to local noise ordinances.
3.11.3 IMPACTS

Potential noise impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed
project and project alternatives are described in Section 4.5 of the February 2005
EIS/EIR.

3.11.4 MITIGATION MEASURES
No significant adverse noise impacts would result from the implementation of the
proposed project and therefore no mitigation measures are required.

3.12 PUBLIC SERVICES/UTILITIES/EMERGENCY SERVICES

3.12.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Information regarding public services, utilities, and emergency services was
obtained primarily from the following documents:

e Draft Prado Basin Master Plan and Environmental Impact Statement,
(USACE, August, 2005).

e Design Memorandum No. 1, Phase Il GDM on the Santa Ana River
Mainstem Including Santiago Creek, Vol. 2, Prado Dam, (USACE,
August 1988).

e Review of Prado Dam Operation for Water Conservation, Final Report
and Environmental Impact Statement, (USACE, February 1992).

Utilities
Utilities include electricity, natural gas, telephone, water, sewer and storm drain

facilities. Major utility corridors in the Prado Basin have been identified, and utility
easements are shown in Figure 3-2.

Public Services

Fire and Emergency Medical Services

Fire protection and emergency medical services are provided by most of the
agencies whose jurisdictional boundaries extend into the Prado Basin. These
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include the California Department of Forestry (CDF), Chino Valley Independent
Fire District, Riverside County Fire Department, the City of Corona Fire
Department, the California Department of Forestry-Corona Station and the City of
Chino Fire Department. The specific responding agency is determined by the
jurisdiction in which the emergency occurs. These agencies provide fire
prevention, fire suppression, emergency medical, hazardous material abatement
and public service assistance. Specific responsibilities for the Prado watershed
vegetation areas belong to the CDF while structures in these areas are the
responsibility of the jurisdiction in which the call is located. Additional service is
provided through a mutual aid agreement between the County of Riverside and
City of Norco.

The objective of fire protection service is to reduce fire hazards and loss from fire
through the promotion of public awareness and the enforcement of fire
prevention regulations and standards. These objectives are attained through
implementation of programs identified in the Fire Protection Master Plan of each
jurisdiction.

Law Enforcement

Municipal law enforcement and investigative services are also provided by the
agencies with jurisdictional boundaries in the Prado Basin. These include the
Riverside County Sheriff's Department, San Bernardino County Sheriff's
Department and Cities of Corona and Norco Police Departments. As with other
public services, the responding agency is determined by the location of the call
and law enforcement for leased areas would be provided by the agency having
jurisdiction over that particular area. In addition, the CDFG and USFWS enforce
state and federal laws, respectively, regarding issues such as hunting violations
and endangered species.
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3.12.2 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

For this CEQA analysis, potential public services, utilities and emergency
services impacts were considered significant if project implementation would:

¢ Result in the relocation of existing major utilities such as gas lines, or
wastewater lines;

e Increase demand for schools, parks, fire protection and/or law
enforcement services or public facilities due to increased land use
intensity or population growth in a jurisdiction, or;

e Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
facilities or result in the expansion of existing facilities.

3.12.3 IMPACTS
Alternative 1

The no-action alternative would result in no changes to the existing operations
within the Prado Basin, and therefore no impacts to existing public services,
utilities, and emergency services would occur.

Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5

The proposed project and alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would not increase the need
for public services such as police and fire services in the region. No new
housing, commercial, retail or other development would result from
implementation of the project that would increase demand for schools, religious
institutions, or parks. Therefore, implementation of any of these alternatives
would not result in the need for any new water or wastewater treatment facilities
or the expansion of existing facilities.

3.12.4 MITIGATION MEASURES

Project implementation would not result in any significant adverse impacts to
existing or planned utilities, public services, or emergency services and therefore
no mitigation measures are required.

3.13 RECREATION

3.13.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Existing recreation conditions within the Prado Reservoir and vicinity are
described in Section 3.7 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR.

3.13.2 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

For this CEQA analysis, potentially adverse impacts to recreational resources
were considered significant if the project implementation would:

30



¢ Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated;

e Reduce or eliminate existing recreational opportunities within the local
area or in regional parks, or;

¢ Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion
of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment.

3.13.3 ImPACTS

Potential impacts associated with the proposed project and alternatives are
described in Section 4.6 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR. Although lands under
recreational leases would be inundated an average of six or more additional
days, the impact is less than significant. It should also be noted that recreational
leases in the Basin are done under lease agreement with the Corps and it is
clearly stated that the authorized purposes of the Prado Facility and lands usurp
any other subsidiary use including recreational. These authorized purposes
include both flood control and water conservation.

3.13.4 MITIGATION MEASURES

No significant adverse recreational resource impacts would result from the
implementation of the proposed project and therefore no mitigation measures are
required.

3.14 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

3.14.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

The area encompassed by the Prado Basin is largely undeveloped. The road
system in the lower and central parts of the Basin consists of 20-ft wide asphalt
and dirt tracks criss-crossing the area, providing access for maintenance and
official vehicles. Roads in the lower elevations of the Basin (central part) are
posted for restricted vehicle entry. Around the periphery of the Basin are
circulation features under the jurisdictions of San Bernardino and Riverside
Counties and the Cities of Corona and Norco. Figure 3-3 illustrates the existing
road system within the Prado Basin. Specific roads in the study area are
described below. Roads are described as “divided” (with painted median or
median island) or “undivided” (with double yellow centerline), which affect road
capacity.

State Route 91 (SR-91, Riverside Freeway)

A ten-lane (8 mixed flow, 2 carpool lanes), grade separated, limited access
freeway through the entire study area. SR-91 transitions to a 12-lane (8 mixed
flow, 4 Fast Trak lanes) configuration west of SR-71 outside the study area. SR-
91 has interchanges at SR-71, Serfas Club Drive/Auto Center Drive, Maple/6th
Street, Lincoin Avenue and Main Street within the study area.
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State Route 71 (SR-71, Corona Expressway)

SR-71 is a limited access expressway, classified as a freeway on the State
Transportation Plan. Improvements to SR-71 in San Bernardino County adjacent
to the Prado Basin have been completed, resulting in a four-lane configuration to
the county boundary, where a two-lane configuration remains.

SR-83

SR-83 is a two-lane undivided road from SR-71 to Pine Avenue, with auxiliary
lanes at the SR-83/SR-71 intersection. North of Pine Avenue, SR-83 is a four-
lane undivided road. SR-83 is classified as a major divided arterial in the San
Bernardino County General Plan Circulation Element.

Archibald Avenue

Archibald Avenue is a two-lane undivided road extending north from River Road
to the boundary of the study area. Archibald Avenue is classified as a major
arterial in the San Bernardino County General Plan Circulation Element.

Lincoln Avenue

Lincoln Avenue is a four-lane undivided road that enters the study area from the
south and ends at Parkridge Avenue north of the Lincoln Avenue/SR-91
interchange. Lincoln Avenue is classified as a secondary arterial by the City of
Corona.

Main Street (SR 81)

.Main Street is a six-lane divided major arterial from 6th Street, south of SR-91,
to River Road.

Pine Avenue

Pine Avenue is a two-lane undivided road extending east and west between SR-
71 and Archibald Avenue. Pine Avenue is classified as a four-lane secondary
road in the San Bernardino County General Plan Circulation Element.

Railroad Street

Railroad Street is a four-lane divided road approximately paralle! to SR-91 from
Auto Club Drive to Main Street. Railroad Street is classified as a secondary
arterial by the City of Corona.

River Road

North of the Santa Ana River, River Road is known as Archibald Avenue. South
of the Santa Ana River to Corydon Avenue, River Road is a two-lane undivided
road. River Road is a four-lane divided road, with a median island, between
Corydon Avenue and Lincoln Avenue, and is a four-lane divided road with two-
way center turn lane median south of Lincoln Avenue. River Road is classified as
a major arterial by the City of Corona.
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Serfas Club Drive/Auto Center Drive

Serfas Club Drive is a four-lane divided highway south of SR-91. North of SR-91,
Serfas Club Drive has no median and is known as Auto Center Drive.

Smith Avenue

Smith Avenue is a four-lane divided road that crosses over SR-91 and ends at
Rincon Street. Smith Avenue is classified as a secondary arterial by the City of
Corona.

Traffic Volumes

Existing average daily traffic (ADT) volumes in the study area were obtained from
the Counties of San Bernardino and Riverside, the City of Corona and Caltrans.
Traffic counts were taken from 1999 to 2000. Existing traffic conditions are
summarized in Table 3-1 and are shown on Figure 3-4. Figure 3-4 also shows
the level of service (LOS) for key roads in the study area. LOS is described
below.

Level of Service

Level of service is based on a comparison of the traffic volume on a road to the
design capacity of that road (V/C ratio). Capacities in this study were based on
the Riverside County Integrated Plan, Road Capacity/Level of Service, dated
September 9, 1999. The Riverside County standards were used because they
are based on the Highway Capacity Manual and are accepted values for a
program-level analysis. The LOS concept was developed to evaluate the
operating conditions of different components of a transportation circulation
system. The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) defines LOS as a qualitative
measure which describes operational conditions within a traffic stream, generally
in terms of such factors as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic
interruptions, comfort and convenience. LOS is rated from A to F, with LOS A
representing the best operating conditions and LOS F representing the worst.
Table 3-2 (Definitions of Levels of Service) gives the definitions of LOS. The
existing LOS for key roads in the study area are shown in Table 3-1 on Figure
3-4. Nearly all the local arterials are currently operating at acceptable LOS C or
better. Regional facilities (SR-91 and SR-71) are currently at unacceptable LOS
(i.e. LOS E or F), largely due to the location of the study area adjacent to several
major regional facilities in a heavily traveled regional corridor.
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FIGURE 3-3 - EXISTING CIRCULATION NETWORK
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) FIGURE 3-4 - EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS
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TABLE 3-1 - EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS IN THE PRADO RESERVOIR AREA

Arterial From To Lanes | Capacity | Volume | LOS
SR-71 SR-91 SR-83 2D’ 18,000 33,000 F
SR-71 SR-83 Pine Ave. 4D 40,900 37,000 E
SR-91 Green River | SR-71 10D 200,800 216,000 E
SR-91 SR-71 Serfas Club 10D 200,800 215,000 E
SR-91 Serfas Club | Lincoln 10D 200,800 218,000 E
SR-91 Lincoln Main 10D 200,800 222,000 E
SR-91 Main [-15 10D 200,800 231,000 E
Serfas Club Monterey SR-91 4D 35,900 9,100 A
Auto Club SR-91 Railroad 4U% 25,900 11,000 A
Auto Club Railroad Rincon Rd. 4U 25,900 8,000 A
Railroad St. Auto Club Smith 4U 25,900 9,900 A
Railroad St. Smith Lincoln 4D 35,900 12,600 A
Railroad St. Lincoln Main 4D 35,900 10,300 A
Smith St. 6™ Street Railroad 4D 35,900 11,400 A
Smith St. Railroad Rincon St. 4uU 25,900 12,400 A
Lincoln 6" Street SR-91 4D 35,900 26,000 F
Lincoln SR-91 Railroad 4U 25,900 20,000 C
Lincoln Railroad Rincon St. 4U 25,900 16,700 B
Lincoln Rincon St. River Road 4U 25,900 16,800 B
Lincoln River Road )Izs;lfndge au 25900 12,000 A
Rincon St. Lincoln Smith 2U 13,000 6,900 A
Rincon St. Smith Corydon 2U 13,000 7,400 A
Main Street 6" St. SR-91 6D 53,900 34,500 B
Main St. SR-91 Grand 6D 53,900 30,000 A
Main St. Grand River Road 6D 53,900 27,000 A
River Road Main St. Lincoln 4D 35,900 14,000 A
River Road Lincoln Corydon 4D 35,900 14,200 A
ﬁ\rg?lbald River Road [ Schliesman 2U 13,000 9.400 C
ﬁ\r/c;r?lbald Schliesman | Edison Rd. 2U 13,000 5,700 A
Pine Ave. SR-71 Euclid Ave. 2U 13,000 2,900 A
Pine Ave. Euclid Ave. | Archibald 2U 13,000 5,700 A
Euclid Ave. SR-71 Pine Ave. 2U 18,000 12,500 B
Euclid Ave. Pine Ave. Kimball 4y 25,900 12,700 A
Corydon St. Rincon St. River Road 2U 13,000 8,900 B
Notes:

1. D — denotes divided highway
2. U - denotes undivided highway
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TABLE 3-2 - DEFINITION OF LEVELS OF SERVICE

Level of Service

(LOS) Definition
A Free flow in which there is little or no restriction on
speed or maneuverability.
B Stable flow though operating speed is beginning to be

restricted by other traffic.

Stable flow though drivers are becoming restricted in

C their freedom to select speed, change lanes or pass.

D Tolerable average operating speeds are maintained but
are subject to considerable sudden variation.

E Speeds and flow rates fluctuate and there is little

independence on speed selection or ability to maneuver.

F Speeds and flow rates are below those attained in Level
E and may, for short periods, drop to zero.

3.14.2 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

For this CEQA analysis, traffic and transportation impacts were considered
significant if project implementation would:

e Cause an increase in traffic as compared to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system, resulting in a substantial increase in
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on
roads, or congestion at intersections;

e Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard
established by county congestion management agencies for
designated roads or highways;

¢ Result in inadequate emergency access;
¢ Result in inadequate parking capacity, or,;

e Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation.

3.14.3 IMPACTS

The proposed project would not affect the local transportation network. The
proposed inundation zone would be entirely within the existing Prado Basin and
only internal dirt maintenance roads (for official use only) would be affected. No
public roadways or access routes would be inundated through the
implementation of the preferred project or alternatives. No new activities that
would increase traffic in the region would result from project implementation.
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3.14.4 MITIGATION MEASURES

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any significant
adverse traffic and/or transportation impacts and therefore no mitigation
measures are required.

3.15 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The potential environmental impacts, mitigation measures and levels of
significance following implementation of the mitigation measures are summarized
for the proposed project and project alternatives in Table 3-3.
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4 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.2(d)) require that an EIR evaluate the
growth-inducing potential of a proposed action. Growth inducing potential is
defined by the CEQA Guidelines as:

...the ways in which a proposed project could foster
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding
environment. Included in this definition are public works projects,
which would remove obstacles to population growth.... It must not
be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial,
detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.

A project can have direct and/or indirect growth inducement potential. Direct
growth would result if a project involved construction of new housing. A project
can have an indirect growth inducement effect if it would establish substantial,
new, or permanent employment opportunities and indirectly stimulate the need
for additional housing and services. Similarly, a project would have an indirect
growth inducement effect if it would remove an obstacle to additional growth and
development, such as providing urban services to unserved or underserved
areas.

This section discusses the growth inducement potential of raising the
conservation pool behind Prado Dam to 498 feet above mean sea level (msl)
during flood season as proposed in the NED Alternative (Alternative 2). The NED
Alternative is the preferred project alternative. Raising the conservation pool
would make more water available for recharging the Orange County
Groundwater Basin downstream of Prado Dam. In this respect, implementation
of the NED Alternative would increase water storage in the Orange County
groundwater basin, which would be used to meet existing and future water
demand in Orange County.

This section reviews the population growth projections for Orange County and
describes the existing and projected water demand and water supply conditions.
It provides a description of OCWD’s role in managing the Orange County
Groundwater Basin and in protecting the local water supply and discusses the
growth inducement potential of the proposed project.

4.1 PoPULATION GROWTH

Since the 1950s, Orange County has experienced rapid change from a rural,
agricultural area to a densely populated region of over three million people. The
northern portion of Orange County was extensively developed in the 1970s and
1980s and continues to increase in population density. Since 1990 Orange
County’s population has increased by an average 1.7 percent annually,
compared with a 1.46 percent increase in Southern California as a whole.? As
shown in Table 4-1, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)

2 SCAG, RTP PEIR, February 1, 2001.
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projects that Orange County’s population will increase to 3.49 million by the year
2025, just over 12 percent. SCAG estimates that most of the projected growth in
Southern California will result from local birth rates rather than immigration, which
accounted for most of the growth in the 20™ Century.?

SCAG growth estimates are used as a basis for regional planning efforts such as
future transportation infrastructure needs. OCWD obtained population
projections within its service area using data compiled by the Center for
Demographic Research (CDR) at the California State University in Fullerton. The
CDR maintains population records and conducts estimates of future population
within Orange County based on locally planned land uses, historic birth rates,
and immigration trends.

TABLE 4-1 - POPULATION PROJECTIONS
(MILLIONS OF PEOPLE)

Area 2005 2010 | 2025
Orange County ® 3.10 3.29 3.49
OCWD Service Area ° 2.27 2.33 2.55

Sources:
(a) SCAG Growth Forecasting, City Projections
http://www.scag.ca.gov/forecast/downloads/2004gf.xls
(b) Center for Demographic Research, MWDOC.

4.2 WATER DEMAND AND SUPPLY

Neither the Corps nor OCWD supply water directly to customers for use. OCWD
is empowered to maintain and protect the groundwater basin under northern and
central Orange County to maximize its beneficial uses by others. Water demand
in Orange County is met by local water suppliers including MWDOC, and the
cities of Anaheim, Fullerton, and Santa Ana, each of which are member agencies
of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan).
Groundwater is produced from the Orange County Groundwater Basin by water
retailers, which include cities, water districts, and a private water company. The
water retailers deliver groundwater to their customers, such as residents and
businesses.

Water supplies that are available in Orange County include groundwater,
imported water provided by Metropolitan, and local supplies available from the
Santiago Creek Watershed and water recycling. Metropolitan imports water to
Southern California via the California Aqueduct and the Colorado River
Aqueduct, supplying approximately one-half of Orange County’s water demand
on a county-wide basis. Within the District's boundary, approximately one-third
of the water supply is provided by Metropolitan. The remaining two-thirds of the
water supply in the District's boundary is provided primarily by groundwater
produced from the Orange County Groundwater Basin. The primary source of

3 Ibid.
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recharge water for the Orange County Groundwater Basin is the Santa Ana
River.

Metropolitan has conducted extensive evaluations of their available water
supplies. Table 4-2 summarizes Metropolitan’s single dry-year supply portfolio
through 2020, identifying existing supplies and the supplies under development
both for additional import as well as locally within Metropolitan’s service area. By
the year 2020 Metropolitan projects that water demands within its service area
will increase almost 15 percent. As shown in Table 4-2, Metropolitan has
developed a multiple supply portfolio to meet demand within its service area.

TABLE 4-2 - METROPOLITAN’S SINGLE DRY-YEAR SUPPLY CAPABILITY
AND DRY-YEAR LOCAL SUPPLIES (AFY)

2010 2020 2030
Current Supplies
Colorado River 722,000 | 699,000 699,000
California Aqueduct 777,000 777,000 777,000
In-Basin Storage 1,149,000 | 1,113,000 | 1,017,000
Supplies under development
Colorado River 95,000 | 400,000 | 400,000
California Aqueduct 330,000 | 350,000 | 350,000
In-Basin Storage 78,000 | 103,000 103,000
Transfers to Other Agencies 0| (35,000)| (35,000)
Metropolitan Supply Capability (with
Colorado River Aqueduct at 1.25 million 3,151,000 | 3,309,000 | 3,203,000
afy)
Firm Demands on Metropolitan 2,348,000 | 2,275,000 | 2,511,000
gzs;;’,f;"s’ Reserve & Replenishment 803,000 | 1,034,000 | 692,000

Source: Metropolitan, Regional Urban Water Management Plan, November 2005.

Future Supply Options

The water wholesale and retail agencies within the OCWD service area will
continue to use a combination of local groundwater and imported surface water
to meet their water supply needs as they do now. In addition, several supply
options are also being evaluated to improve supply reliability and increase overall
supply for the future. These supply options include:

¢ Imported surface water from Metropolitan

¢ Increased local recycled water

e Local surface water
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e Water transfers — imported surface water from entities other than
Metropolitan

e Desalination

Table 4-2, above, reviews the supplies Metropolitan has under development to
meet the future needs of its members including those in Orange County. Local
agencies also continue to pursue water recycling projects and there are currently
three desalination projects under investigation in Orange County. In addition,
MWDOC and some of its member agencies are exploring long-term relationships
with water suppliers in Northern California to arrange for possible water transfers.
MWDOC indicates that while imported supplies will continue to be an important
part of the supply mix for the County and within the OCWD service area, it and its
member agencies are working to improve water reliability by developing new
local supplies and thereby reduce the dependence on imported supply overtime.

Demand

The Orange County General Plan states that municipal and industrial (M&l) water
uses comprise about 90 percent of the total demand. Of this M&l use,
approximately 65 percent is for residential uses.* Table 4-3 compares per capita
M&l usage and rainfall in Orange County from 1990 to 2004. As shown in Table
4-3, M&l water usage has varied from 190 to 230 gallons per capita per day
(gpcd). M&I water demand fluctuates year-to-year depending on rainfall, with
higher usage rates generally occurring in dry years and lower usage rates in wet
years. Implementation of water use efficiency measures is credited with reducing
per capita use from an average of 230 gallons per day to its current average of
207 gallons per day.

TABLE 4-3 - ORANGE COUNTY HISTORIC PER CAPITA M&I
WATER USAGE AND RAINFALL

Year Per capita (Ml) Rainftall
(June to June) (gpcd)™ (inches) ®

1990 230 8.7
1991 210 11.3
1992 190 15.6
1993 198 24 1
1994 197 12.1
1995 196 24.8
1996 207 11.3
1997 214 13.5
1998 192 30.6
1999 201 7.6
2000 210 8.1

Orange County Advance Planning Program, Resources Element, RES-2-65.
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Year Per capita (Ml) Rainfall
(June to June) (gped)™ (inches)®
2001 202 14.9
2002 206 3.8
2003 196 14.6
2004 203 8.4

Source: MWDOC 2000 RUWMP Update, 2005 UWMP
a. gpcd = gallons per capita per day
b. Rainfall at Santa Ana Civic Center gage (OC#21)

Between 1970 and 2004, water demand grew 1.5 percent per year. MWDOC's
assessment of projected demand in Orange County indicates that water demand
will increase at an average rate of approximately 1.5 percent from 2005 to 2010,
less than 1 percent from 2010 to 2020, and less than 0.5 percent per year from
2020 to 2030. MWDOC also projects that long-term conservation measures are
expected to maintain the M&I per capita use at approximately 210 gallons per
capita per day.

In 2004, total demand in Orange County was 683,000 AFY (MWDOC, 2005
Urban Water Management Plan). As shown in Table 4-4, imported water
purchased from Metropolitan by Orange County member agencies provided
about half of that water last year. Within OCWD’s service area, total 2004
demand was approximately 500,000 afy, with groundwater production providing
about 318,000 afy or approximately 64 percent of this total demand.

TABLE 4-4 - TOTAL WATER PURCHASED FROM METROPOLITAN BY
ORANGE COUNTY MEMBER AGENCIES IN 2004

Agency 2004 (afy)
Anaheim 26,357
Fullerton 17,272
Santa Ana 20,459
MWDOC 297,944

Total 362,032

Source: Metropolitan, Regional Urban Water Management Plan,
November 2005.

Pursuant to the Urban Water Management Act, major water suppliers are
required to prepare urban water management plans explaining water supply and
demand projections within their respective districts for normal and dry-year
periods. These plans are updated every five years. MWDOC’s Urban Water
Management Plan (UWMP) includes water demand and supply information for
each major supplier in OCWD’s boundary. OCWD is not required to prepare an
urban water management plan since it is not a water supplier.
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MWDOC prepared a draft UWMP in October 2005, which updated information
contained in its 2000 UWMP. Following public review, MWDOC approved its
UWMP on December 21, 2005.

Metropolitan prepared a draft 2005 Regional UWMP that presents its water
demand projections for each county within its service area and evaluates water
supplies and factors that affect their reliability. Following public review, the
Regional UWMP was approved by Metropolitan in November 2005.

MWDOC’s 2005 UWMP was developed with water supply information that
included available supplies from the groundwater basin, imported water, and
other local supplies. The 2005 UWMP was prepared based on completion of
OCWD'’s existing capital improvement projects, including GWR System Phase 1,
but no additional capital improvement projects beyond those already approved
were considered. The proposed project to increase the amount of water stored at
Prado Dam was not included in MWDOC'’s 2005 UWMP. Based on MWDOC'’s
analysis, information provided in Metropolitan's RUMWP, and evaluations
conducted jointly with the water retailers and other agencies, MWDOC’s UWMP
concluded sufficient supplies are available to meet water demands in MWDOC’s
service area through 2030 (MWDOC, 2005) without regard to the proposed
project to increase the amount of water stored at Prado Dam.

4.3 GROWTH INDUCEMENT POTENTIAL

The proposed project would not have a direct growth-inducing effect. The project
does not involve construction of new housing and would not substantially expand
or establish new employment opportunities that, in turn, would generate housing
development. Nor would the project provide water supply infrastructure to a
previously undeveloped or underserved region.

The increased conservation pool would increase OCWD’s ability to recharge
water into the Orange County groundwater basin. This would assist OCWD with
exercising its powers to protect and manage the groundwater basin and to
increase and maximize the basin’s sustainable yield. This would also help local
water agencies reduce their reliance on imported water supply to meet existing
and future water demand.

Neither the Corps nor OCWD have authority or responsibility for providing water
service directly to customers. OCWD does not make decisions about when and
where to extend water service for existing or new development. The cities and
water agencies within the District are responsible for assessing the water supply
needs of their customers, for extending and maintaining infrastructure to deliver
that water and for securing adequate supplies through a combination of pumping
local groundwater and purchasing imported surface water supplies.

The proposed project to increase the amount of water stored at Prado Dam
would play an important role in managing the area’s groundwater supply for use
by an expanding population. However, as described above, water suppliers in
Orange County have other existing and future sources of water supply to help
meet increasing needs.
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While MWDOC and other local agencies are interested in maximizing the use of
local water sources, primarily the groundwater basin, other sources of supply are
available or could be pursued to meet future increases in water demands. These
other sources include increased import of water from Metropolitan, increased
local water recycling, water transfers for import from others outside the region,
and desalination.

OCWD’s proposed project would not cause or induce growth within the area
since it is reasonably foreseeable that the major water suppliers within OCWD’s
service area (MWDOC, and the cities of Anaheim, Fullerton, and Santa Ana)
and/or the local communities and water agencies within the MWDOC service
area would pursue other water supply options to meet the needs of planned
growth in the absence of OCWD'’s proposed project.

A review of several of the existing General Plans for cities in the OCWD
boundary indicates that these communities have determined that water supply is
not a significant constraint to its planned growth. These General Plans
acknowledge that growth would stress the existing water supply infrastructure
requiring infrastructure expansion and increased water imports, but that imported
water would likely be available to meet projected demands. This conclusion is
supported by Metropolitan’s Regional UWMP and MWDOC’s UWMP.

5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

CEQA requires that an EIR assess the cumulative impacts of a project with
respect to past, present, and probable future projects within the region (CEQA

Guidelines, Section 15130). Cumulative impacts are defined as “two or more
individual effects that, when considered together, are considerable or which
compound or increase other environmental impacts. The cumulative impact from
several projects result from the incremental impacts of the proposed project
when added to other closely related, and reasonably foreseeable, future projects”
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15255).

There are two generally accepted methods for discussing significant cumulative
impacts in an EIR:

“(A) a list of past, present, and probable future projects
producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if
necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency,
or (B) a summary of projections contained in an aclopted
general plan or related planning document...” (CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15130(b)(1)).

This cumulative analysis uses a list-based approach to evaluate impacts that
could result when the effects of the proposed project are considered in
combination with the effects of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
projects.
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51 PROJECTS CONSIDERED IN THE CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS

This section describes the existing conditions within Prado Basin that are the
result of past activities in this area as well as the reasonably foreseeable future
projects within Prado Basin. Theses past, present and potential future activities
are then considered in the assessment of cumulative effects for the proposed
project.

511 PAST ACTIVITIES LEADING TO EXISTING CONDITIONS WITHIN PRADO BASIN

Prado Dam was built in 1941 for flood control purposes. Prado Basin
encompasses approximately 11,400 acres to an elevation of 566 feet asl. The
present biological condition of the basin was created by the construction of Prado
Dam. Presently, the riparian woodlands in the basin comprise the largest single
stand of this type of riparian habitat in Southern California.

Today Prado Basin includes unincorporated areas of Riverside and San
Bernardino Counties and a portion of the City of Corona. Most of the Prado
Basin inundation zone is owned by three entities: OCWD, OCFCD, and USACE.
There are numerous small private parcels along the upper edge of the basin
between the old inundation elevation of 556 feet and the new inundation line at
566 feet that the OCFCD is working to acquire in fee or through easement. Land
use within the basin below the 505-foot elevation includes flood control, wetland
and riparian habitat, open space and recreation. The USACE leases parcels of
land for recreational activities, including parks, golf courses, trails, and hunting
clubs within the basin. Other land uses within the basin at higher elevations
include structural improvements such as the City of Corona Municipal Airport and
the California Institution for Women (State Prison). Table 5-1 lists land uses
within Prado Basin.

OCWD operates and maintains the Prado River Road Wetlands, which cover
approximately 465 acres within Prado Basin. These constructed wetlands
reduce nitrogen levels in SAR water. Approximately 50 percent of the SAR flow
is diverted through these wetlands and then back to the SAR channel within the
Prado Basin upstream of Prado Dam.

OCWD manages several hundred acres of riparian habitat on both OCWD and
Corps — owned land that provides nesting habitat for the least Bell’s vireo and
southwestern willow flycatcher. In addition, OCWD has partnered with SAWPA
to remove the invasive species Arundo donax within the basin. These activities
have significantly enhanced habitat values within the basin.
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TABLE 5-1 - LAND USE LEASES WITHIN PRADO BASIN

LAND USE/ FACILITY BY
ELEVATION LOCATION

ELEVATION RANGE
(FEET NGVD)

Invert of Outlet Works 460
Raahauge's Hunting Club 485 — 525
Raahauge's Club House 611
Splatter S Duck Club (Riverside County Flyway Foundation) 485 - 520
Splatter S Club House (Riverside County Flyway Foundation) 520
Top of Debris Pool 490
Richardson's Dog Training (Formerly Prado Recreation, Inc.) 490 - 504
Richardson’s Dog Training Kennel/Trailer 554
Oil Wells (Formerly by Prado Petroleum Company) 492 — 508
Top of Buffer Pool (Flood Season) 494
Prado Olympic Shooting Park 510 — 520
El Prado Golf Course 510 — 567
El Prado Golf Course Club House 554
City of Corona Municipal Airport 514 — 534
Prado Tira Shooting Range Recreation Area 516 — 518
Prado Regional Park (San Bernardino County) 520 - 560
Prado Regional Park Camping Area 550 — 552
Oranco Bowman Archery Range Recreation Area 520 - 560
Prado Basin Park - Developed Area (Riverside County) 525 - 573
Prado Basin Park Interpretation Center 573
Butterfield Stage Trail Park (City of Corona) 527 — 550
Bandini Adobe 534
Kobe Power Fluid Station 536
Chino Basin Water District Waste Water Treatment Plant #2 537 — 546
City of Corona Waste Water Percolation Ponds Perimeter Levee 540
Spillway Crest 543.0
12 Unauthorized Dwellings 550 — 554
City of Corona Waste Water Treatment Plant Road Entrance 556
Qil Treating Facilities 560
California Institution for Women (State Prison) 560 — 572
Yorba Slaughter Adobe 560
Prado Equestrian Center 560

2 Dwellings within the Corona National Tract 561 — 566
Top of Dam 566.0

NOTES:

1. Source: USACE, Los Angeles District, Prado Dam Facility Elevation Table,

http://www.spl.usace.army.mil/resreg/htdocs/prdoface.html

5.1.2 PROPOSED PROJECTS WITHIN PRADO BASIN

USACE is currently preparing a Master Plan for future use of Corps property
within the Prado Basin. The Master Plan will establish compatible uses within

the basin, taking into account floodplain easement restrictions.

No additional

property, beyond that already leased, is being considered for development within
the basin as part of this Master Plan. The Master Plan will provide a framework
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to approve land uses within the basin and to ensure consistency of leased areas
with long-range planning goals.

Although no additional development is planned by the USACE within the Prado
Basin, some flood control and water quality projects are currently underway or
are planned for the area, as follows:
e Santa Ana River Flood Control Mainstem Project (SARP)
o Raising of Prado Dam
o Norco Bluffs Restabilization
¢ River Road Wetlands
¢ Chino Creek Wetlands
¢ Magnolia Channel

Santa Ana River Flood Control Mainstem Project

USACE currently is implementing Phase |l of the SARP, which is designed to
provide protection against a 190-year flood in the Santa Ana River watershed.
The projects currently under construction within Prado Basin include raising the
physical height of Prado Dam to 594.4 feet above NGVD, stabilizing Norco
Bluffs, and constructing new dikes and floodwalls in Prado Basin. These projects
have been subject to previous environmental review pursuant to NEPA and
CEQA and are currently under construction.®

River Road Wetlands

OCWD is planning to develop an additional 194 acres of treatment wetlands
upstream of the River Road crossing.® This proposed project will further improve
water quality in the river and improve the quality of the water recharged into the
Orange County groundwater basin downstream of Prado Dam. In addition, this
project will benefit the recovery of endangered species, such as the least Bell's
vireo and the southwestern willow flycatcher, by restoring and enhancing
wetland, riparian, and woodland habitats, and will contribute to water
conservation through the removal of non-native Arundo donax from the project
site.

Chino Creek Wellands

OCWD and the Inland Empire Utilities Agency (IEUA) are jointly developing the
Chino Creek Master Plan and Surface Wetlands Project.” The confluence of
Chino Creek and the SAR is located in the Prado Basin. The Master Pian will
identify projects to restore portions of the Chino Creek channel and its riparian
zone. Re-establishing the creek’s natural drainage would improve flood control
and water quality in the basin by increasing the creek’s natural buffering and

°® USACE. 2001. Prado Basin and Vicinity, Including Reach 9 and Stabilization of the Bluff Toe
at Norco Bluffs, Supplemental Final EIS/EIR, November 2001.

® SAWPA, Santa Ana Integrated Watershed Plan (SAIWP), June 2005.

Chino Creek Wetlands and Habitat Restoration Feasibility Study, Final Report, Prepared by

CH2M HILL for OCWD, April 2005.
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storage capacity. The Surface Wetlands Project would restore wetlands along
Chino Creek that would treat and further improve water quality in the basin.

Magnolia Channel

IEUA is planning another restoration project in Prado Basin along Magnolia
Channel.® This restoration project would re-establish a natural drainage corridor
and create managed wetlands in order to reduce the impacts of a 25-year flood
event. Approximately 1,500 linear feet of stream bank and 12 acres of native
riparian habitat would be restored.

5.1.3 WATER CONSERVATION (STORAGE) PROJECTS

Water conservation, or storage, within the SAR watershed is generally conducted
by the USACE, local water supply and conservation districts, and local water
retailers. Large storage facilities within the watershed include Seven Oaks Dam
and Big Bear Lake. Smaller detention basins are used throughout the watershed
to detain storm flow for percolation into the groundwater. Below Prado Dam,
OCWD detains water in the river bed and diverts water to off-river recharge
basins for percolation into the groundwater basin. Above Prado Reservoir,
several water districts including the Chino Basin Water Conservation District and
the San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District divert water to storage for
beneficial use.

In addition, several water districts (Orange County Water District, San Bernardino
Valley Municipal Water District, Western Municipal Water District, the Chino
Basin Water Conservation District, the San Bernardino Valley Water
Conservation District, and the City of Riverside) have applied to the SWRCB for
rights to divert SAR water for beneficial use.” OCWD has also prepared a
recirculated draft Program EIR for its application to appropriate Santa Ana River
water.

5.2 DiscussiON OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

As summarized in the Executive Summary, the proposed project could have
environmental impacts requiring mitigation in the following areas: water
resources, biological resources, land use and recreation, cultural resources, and
public health and safety (mosquito habitat creation). Although OCWD will adopt
and implement mitigation measures to address impacts in each of these areas
and reduce them to less than significant, the following discussion evaluates how
the project might have cumulative effects in these same impact areas in
combination with other projects.

In other environmental areas discussed in the EIR, the project would have no
impact or effects that are clearly less than significant and do not warrant
mitigation. In these environmental areas, the project would not make a
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative effects. Areas where the
project would not contribute to potential cumulative effects include: air quality,

8 SAWPA, Santa Ana Integrated Watershed Plan (SAIWP), June 2005.
° OCWD, Application to Appropriate Santa Ana River Water Recirculated Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report, March 2006
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aesthetics, geology and soils, noise, public services and utilities, energy and
mineral resources, and transportation and circulation.

5.2.1 WATER RESOURCES
Water Quality

As noted in the project impact analysis, the proposed project would enhance
water quality of SAR water through the deposition of sediment behind Prado
Dam. As a result, the project would not contribute to cumulative water quality
degradation. The project would contribute to overall water quality improvements
in combination with the treatment wetland projects in Prado Basin.

Storage Capacity

The project would contribute to the long-term cumulative accumulation of
sediment and debris in Prado Basin and slightly reduce water storage capacity of
the basin over the 50-year life of the project. This is not considered a significant
reduction and the project would therefore not contribute to any significant
cumulative effects on storage capacity at the reservoir.

River Hydroloqy

Implementation of water conservation projects on the SAR result in capture and
impoundment of river water throughout the SAR watershed. The existing and
proposed water diversion, storage and use projects throughout the watershed
could slightly reduce river flows, particularly peak storm flows. Urban
development within the watershed has increased storm flow volumes due to the
increased runoff created by paved surfaces. Dry weather flows have also
increased due to increased discharges from wastewater treatment plants. The
reduction in peak flows caused by conservation projects throughout the
watershed has not significantly reduced overall storm flow volumes in the last
thirty years.10 The increased water conservation storage provided by the
proposed project would not significantly reduce peak storm flows in the river
downstream of Prado Dam."" Furthermore, water stored behind Prado Dam
would be released during low flow periods. Therefore, the proposed project
would not contribute significantly to cumulative reductions in river flows caused
by conservation projects.

5.2.2 BioLoGICAL RESOURCES

Repeated prolonged inundation of habitat in the lower elevations of Prado Basin
is expected to damage or reduce some riparian habitat used by sensitive species
such as the least Bell's vireo and the southwestern willow flycatcher. This impact
of the project is mitigated with designated acreages of compensation habitat and
monitoring requirements.  With implementation of mitigation, no significant
impacts to the viability of these bird species would result. Therefore, the project

'% Santa Ana River Watermaster, Thirty-Third Annual Report of the Santa Ana River Watermaster
for Water Year October 1, 2002 - September 30, 2003, 2004
" See Section 4.2 Water Resources
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would not contribute to a cumulatively significant decline in habitat for sensitive
species.

Furthermore, management of the Prado Basin for habitat value has resulted in
significantly enhanced vireo and flycatcher populations in the region. The
cumulative condition within Prado Basin includes a substantial portion of the
available habitat for the two identified sensitive bird species (vireo and flycatcher)
as a result of past and ongoing habitat enhancement activities.

5.2.3 LAND UsSeE AND RECREATION

The proposed project is not expected to significantly impede the use of existing
recreational opportunities in the project vicinity or include any recreational uses
as part of the project. Table 6-3 lists the existing recreational facilities currently
within Prado Basin. No additional recreational facilities are planned for the basin.
Recreational tenants within the basin could change in the future, but the
composition and number of recreational facilities would be similar to existing
conditions. The flood control projects and water quality projects would not be
affected by the increased inundation area and would not affect existing or
planned land uses. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to a
cumulative reduction in recreation land use within Prado Basin.

5.2.4 PusLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

The flood control improvements within the Prado Basin are designed to increase
public safety from floods. Planned uses of Prado Basin are limited to the existing
lease areas. Although the proposed project could increase the need for
mosquito abatement activities, none of the planned projects would significantly
add to a cumulative increase in mosquitoes. Therefore, the project would not
contribute to any cumulative impact on public health and safety.

6 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
The 2005 EIS/EIR evaluated five alternatives in detail. The five alternatives are:

Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative: The No Action Alternative involves no
change to existing operations at Prado Dam. During the flood season (October 1
through the end of February), water would continue to be impounded up to an
elevation of 494 feet above mean sea level (msl). During the non-flood season
(March 1 through September 30), water would be impounded up to an elevation
of 505 feet msl.

For Alternative 1, and for all other Alternatives, prior to a forecasted storm event,
the conservation pool could be drawn down or evacuated to an elevation of 490
feet msl within 24 hours to accommodate incoming storm flow volume and
maintain the Reservoir’'s primary function as a flood control facility.

Alternative 2: Preferred Project Alternative: During the flood season, a greater
volume of water could be impounded behind the dam, up to elevation 498 feet
msl. During the non-flood season, water would continue to be impounded up to
elevation 505 feet msl, as with existing operations.
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Alternative 3: During the flood season, a greater volume of water could be
impounded behind the dam, up to elevation 500 feet msl. During the non-flood
season, water would continue to be impounded up to elevation 505 feet msl, as
with existing operations.

Alternative 4: During the flood season, a greater volume of water could be
impounded behind the dam, up to elevation 505 feet msl. During the non-flood
season, water would continue to be impounded up to elevation 505 feet msl, as
with existing operations.

Alternative 5: During the flood season, a greater volume of water could be
impounded behind the dam, up to elevation 508 feet msl. Similarly, during the
non-flood season, a greater volume of water could be impounded behind the
dam, up to elevation 508 feet msl as well.

The evaluation in the February 2005 EIS/EIR included the potential downstream
inundation from evacuating water stored at Prado Dam under each alternative
and the duration of inundation within Prado Reservoir. For each alternative, the
impact categories such as water quality and biological resources were evaluated
(see Section 4 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR).

No significant and unavoidable impacts would result from Alternative 2, the
preferred project alternative. Mitigation measures have been identified that
would reduce potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels for the
proposed project. No significant and unavoidable impacts would result from
Alternative 1 (No Action) or Alternatives 3, 4, or 5. Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5
each have beneficial impacts on water resources.

Alternative 2 is determined to be the environmentally superior alternative based
on the following factors:

e The lack of significant unavoidable impacts from Alternatives 2, 3, 4,
and 5; and,

e The smaller amount of water that would have to be evacuated from
Prado Dam for Alternative 2 compared to Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 when
it would be necessary to lower the pool elevation to 490 feet msl to
accommodate incoming storm flow volume and maintain the
Reservoir’s primary function as a flood control facility; and,

e The beneficial impacts on water resources from Alternatives 2, 3, 4,
and 5.

¢ The lack of beneficial impacts on water resources from Alternative 1.
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7 LIST OF PREPARERS

The following OCWD staff contributed to the preparation of this additional
information to the Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study
Environmental Impact Report:

Shivaji Deshmukh, P.E., .............. Assistant Director of Engineering

Rob Johnson........ccceeeeiiiiniinin.n. Director, Wetland Operations

CraigMiller, P.E.,........ccccooceoi . Assistant General Manager

Richard Zembal............................ Director of Natural Resources

Greg Woodside, P.G,................... Planning and Watershed Management Director

In addition, please refer to Section 9 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR for a
comprehensive list of preparers of that document.
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CHAPTER1
1 INTRODUCTION

The Orange County Water District (OCWD) prepared a Recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Prado Basin Water Conservation
Feasibility Study. The document was completed and released for public review
on May 25, 2006 pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
requirements. The public review period officially closed on July 12, 2006. A total
of seven comment letters were received on the Recirculated Draft EIR.

This Response to Comments document provides copies of comments received
and responses to these comments. Chapter 2 provides copies of all the
comment letters. Chapter 3 includes responses to each comment. Chapter 4
compiles changes made to the Recirculated Draft EIR in response to comments
received. The comments are referenced numerically by letter and comment
number; the comment letters are numbered sequentially. For example, the first
comment in Letter 1 (Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District) is 1-1. Table 1 lists the comment letters.

The Final EIR for the Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study is
comprised of the Recirculated Draft EIR as amended by this document (as
compiled in Chapter 4) and this Response to Comments document.

Table 1
List of Comments Received on Recirculated Draft EIR
ID No. | DATE OF COMMENTOR COMMENTOR’S AGENCY/ORGANIZATION RESPONSE
LETTER PAGE No.

RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL 3

1 6/15/2006 | TERESA TUNG AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF 3

2 6/19/2006 BRIAN WALLACE GOVERNMENTS

3 7/11/2006 | ApAM KEATS CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY 3

4 7/12/2006 PEGGY TEMPLE CiTY OF CORONA 3
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL 8

5 7112/2006 JANE FARWELL BOARD, DivISION OF WATER RIGHTS
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 19

6 7114/2006 | FRANK MOLINA DEPARTMENT OF PuBLIC WORKS

7 7/14/2006 SCOTT DAWSON CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND 19
GAME
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CHAPTER 2
2 COMMENT LETTERS
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CHAPTER 3
3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment Letter 1
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District

Comment 1-1

This comment states that the Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District has no comment at this time. No additional response is
necessary.

Comment Letter 2
Southern California Association of Governments

Comment 2-1

This comment states that the Southern California Association of Governments
has no comments at this time. No additional response is necessary.

Comment Letter 3
Center of Biological Diversity

Comment 3-1

This comment discusses the mitigation of impacts for habitat loss and requests
clarification of the amount of land to be acquired. The amount of land to be
acquired for mitigation in relation to impacts above Prado Dam is 6.9 acres.
Mitigation Measure BI-1 listed in Table 3-3 has been changed accordingly, as
reflected in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (please see
Chapter 5 of this Final Recirculated EIR).

Comment Letter 4
City of Corona

Comment 4-1

This comment states that the draft EIR does not adequately recognize the
benefits to water quality and the general improvement to management of the
watershed that would result from the project. The Recirculated Draft EIR
includes a discussion of water quality benefits from the proposed project (see the
February 2005 EIS/EIR, page 4-8). The comment states that increased water
storage will create new wetlands that will improve water quality. It is uncertain
whether new wetlands that would provide significant water quality improvement
would be created by increased water storage because of the relatively short time
that water would be stored and because in some dry years, little or no additional
water will be stored.

Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study Orange County Water District
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The comment also states that data regarding water quality improvement must be
shared by way of a monitoring and reporting program that would report the
results of the water treatment to the Riverside County Flood Control District.
Measurement of specific water quality benefits from the project would be
challenging due to the mixture of water from various sources in the Prado Basin,
such as inflows from the Santa Ana River, Chino Creek, Temescal Creek, and
groundwater discharge. In addition to the mixing of multiple water sources, the
Prado Basin’s large size, limited access, and lack of controlled monitoring
locations cause it to be extremely difficult to collect the type of data suggested in
the comment letter. Measurement of specific water quality benefits from the
project is not required and is not planned at this time.

The comment also states that the EIR should recognize the current Water Quality
Standards as set forth in the Santa Ana River Basin Plan and its permitted
dischargers. The Santa Ana River Basin Plan does not contain specific numeric
water quality objectives for the Prado Flood Control Basin. The narrative
objectives listed in the Basin Plan apply to the Prado Flood Control Basin and are
incorporated herein by reference (California Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Santa Ana Region, Water Quality Control Plan, Santa Ana River Basin,
1995, as amended). Discharges into the Santa Ana River, some of which flow
into the Prado Basin, are assigned discharge limits that are consistent with the
Basin Plan’s water quality objectives for the Santa Ana River and other relevant
requirements as determined by the Regional Board.

The comment also states that the EIR should acknowledge that the current
standard is set for recreational purposes not water supply reservoir purposes.
The Basin Plan does not have a beneficial use designation of the Prado Flood
Control Basin for water supply reservoir purposes. The Basin Plan does have a
beneficial use designation of ‘Groundwater Recharge’ for Reach 2 and Reach 3
of the Santa Ana River. Reach 2 extends from 17" Street in Santa Ana to Prado
Dam. Reach 3 extends from Prado Dam to Mission Blvd in Riverside. Discharge
permits for water that flows into Prado Basin are assigned water quality
objectives to protect the ‘Groundwater Recharge’ beneficial use. It is also noted
that the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has operated Prado
Dam for water conservation purposes since its completion in 1941 (see attached
letter from the Department of the Army, Los Angeles District Corps of Engineers
to Mr. Don Richardson dated October 24, 2005).

The comment also states that the EIR should recognize that Prado Basin will not
be permanently designated as a water supply source. Any future change in the
designation of Prado Basin is highly speculative. The beneficial uses specified in
the Basin Plan guide water quality objectives and standards specified for
permitted discharges. Prado Dam has been used for water conservation
purposes since its completion and water conserved at Prado Dam is released
and recharged downstream into the Orange County Groundwater Basin.
Moreover, the storage of water at Prado Dam for subsequent release and
recharge downstream is an important component of meeting the water supply
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needs of Orange County. Utilization of the Santa Ana River in supplying water
needs is embodied in the groundwater recharge (or ‘GWR’) beneficial use
designation specified for the Santa Ana River above and below Prado Dam in the
Regional Board’s Basin Plan.

Comment 4-2

This comment states that sediment and debris accumulation would occur at an
increased rate as a result of the project and that increased maintenance costs
will be incurred by the City and its landowners. The Recirculated Draft EIR
includes an evaluation of increased sediment and debris accumulation from the
proposed project (see the February 2005 EIS/EIR, page 4-3 and following). For
the preferred project alternative (alternative 2), the February 2005 EIS/EIR
documents that approximately 3 acre-feet per year of additional sediment and
debris would settle within the Prado Basin. Over the 50-year period evaluated in
the February 2005 EIS/EIR, approximately 150 acre-feet of additional sediment
and debris would settle within the Prado Basin. As discussed on page 4-4 of the
February 2005 EIS/EIR, this amount of sedimentation represents an
approximately 0.04 percent reduction in water storage capacity at Prado Dam (up
to elevation 563 feet). At elevation 520 feet, the storage volume is 70,120 acre-
feet and the 150 acre-feet of additional sedimentation represents a 0.2 percent
reduction in storage capacity. . Assuming that 150 acre-feet of additional
sedimentation occurs and that the topography is similar in the area of
sedimentation and the area of increased inundation, at a storage volume of
70,120 acre-feet, the area of inundation is estimated to increase by eight acres
from 3,782 acres to 3,790 acres. The decreased storage capacity from
additional sediment accumulation is not considered to be significant and will not
contribute to a significant increase in inundation. This is particularly the case
since the eight acres of increased inundation would be distributed around the
entire perimeter of the 3,782-acre storage area.

The comment also states “The Report does not make sufficiently clear how many
days or to what level the increased inundation will cause these effects.” The
number of days of projected increased inundation is documented on page 2-8
and 2-9 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR. For average annual conditions, four
additional days of inundation under present conditions and 13 additional days
under future conditions are projected to occur at elevation 498 feet (page 2-9 of
February 2005 EIS/EIR).

Comment 4-3

This comment states that increased inundation will force habitats and sensitive
species to be relocated to higher elevations, leading to harm to the species. This
potential impact is mitigated to a less than significant level by Mitigation Measure
BI-1, which includes 6.9 acres of mitigation land (see attached figure A).
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Comment 4-4

This comment states that the project could result in sensitive species and habitat
being relocated closer to developed areas such that the use of those properties
could be impeded. Least Bell's vireo and Southwestern willow flycatcher will not
be forced to higher elevations in a manner that will negatively affect developed
properties in the City of Corona or affect the City of Corona because:

o The increased water conservation will occur during the flood season when
vireo and flycatcher are not present in the area, and

o The 6.9-acre mitigation area is located such that it will not cause impacts
to developed properties in the City of Corona due to relocation of vireo or
flycatcher. The mitigation area is sufficiently removed from the City of
Corona that the City will not be impacted.

The comment also states that sites selected for sensitive species use should be
fenced and permanently delineated to limit wildlife encroachment into adjoining
developed areas. Fencing of the mitigation area is not warranted for wildlife
management purposes or to reduce human disturbance. The mitigation area is
in a remote area with minimal human intrusion.

The comment also states “Moreover, it is imperative that an agreement be
reached whereby the City can maintain its properties, including the airport and
flood control channels, without undue restriction by the FWS.” OCWD has a long
history of working cooperatively with the USFWS without “undue restriction.” Any
issues regarding the relationship between the City of Corona and the USFWS
should be addressed to the USFWS directly by the City.

Comment 4-5

This comment states that the additional inundation will cause additional costs to
be incurred by the City of Corona and that these costs are associated with
threats to the structural integrity of the City’s facilities, including the Corona
Municipal Airport and other facilities, and loss of revenue from cancellations of
recreational events. The Recirculated Draft EIR includes a discussion of the
Corona Municipal Airport, which is located at an elevation range from
approximately 513 feet to 528 feet (see the February 2005 EIS/EIR, page 3-49
and following). Other land use features, such as the Butterfield Stage Trail Park,
are also discussed in the February 2005 EIS/EIR. An analysis of additional water
storage upon existing land uses, including the Corona Municipal Airport, is
included in the February 2005 EIS/EIR. The February 2005 EIS/EIR concludes
that potential impacts related to inundation of existing land uses is less than
significant (see pages 4-50 through 4-53). This is primarily due to the water
conservation occurring at lower elevations, the relatively higher elevations of the
existing land uses, and the opportunity for the Corps to empty the storage pool
prior to forecasted precipitation events. The analysis supports the conclusion
that the City will not incur any significant costs associated with the structural
integrity of City facilities by reason of this project.
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Comment 4-6

This comment states that the possible effects of a major storm are inadequately
addressed in the Draft EIR. The comment states that the operation of the project
would last much longer than the 50-year planning period used in the Draft EIR.
This comment was previously submitted by the City of Corona on the draft
EIS/EIR for the project published by the USACE in 2004. The comment is
addressed in the USACE's response to comment section of the February 2005
EIS/EIR (Appendix H of the 2005 document). With respect to operations beyond
the 50-year planning period, it is important to note that:

o As the operator of Prado Dam for flood control purposes, the USACE
determined that the 50-year planning period is appropriate (see the
USACE's response to the City of Corona letter dated October 1, 2004 in
Appendix H of the February 2005 EIS/EIR).

o The effects of a major storm are related to flood control, not water
conservation. The life of the project is based on the life of Prado Dam
(see the USACE's response to the City of Corona letter dated October 1,
2004 in Appendix H of the February 2005 EIS/EIR). The USACE plans to
pre-release water stored for conservation prior to precipitation events,
which will prevent an increase in the inundation area.

Comment 4-7

This comment states that improper baselines were used in the Draft EIR. This
comment was also submitted by the City of Corona on the draft EIS/EIR for the
project published by the USACE in 2004. The comment is addressed in the
USACE's response to comment section of the February 2005 EIS/EIR (Appendix
H of the 2005 document).

This comment also states that the EIR indicates an increase in liquefaction level
would occur. As described in the February 2005 EIS/EIR, liquefaction is not
considered to be a significant issue due to the temporary holding of water at
elevation 498 feet.

Comment 4-8

This comment requests confirmation that under Alternative #2 the water level
could be lowered from 498 to 490 feet within 24 hours. This subject is discussed
on page 2-10 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR, where the following statement
occurs:

“During the flood season, the USACE has safety regulations for releases
from Prado Dam. These regulations require that release rates
accommodate the evacuation of the reservoir down to the Debris Pool
(elevation 490 feet) within a 24-hour period to ensure there is storage
available for flood control. To drain the reservoir from elevation 498 ft to
490 ft, a maximum release rate of 5,000 cfs from the Phase Il gates would
be attained by incrementally increasing the release rate by 625 cfs every
half-hour, in accordance with the USACE Water Control Manual.”
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Comment 4-9

This comment states that the mitigation measure for vector control is insufficient
to explain how the risk is mitigated to a less than significant level. This comment
was also submitted by the City of Corona on the draft EIS/EIR for the project
published by the USACE in 2004. The comment is addressed in the USACE'’s
response to comment section of the February 2005 EIS/EIR (Appendix H of the
2005 document). In summary, vector control is conducted by the Northwest
Mosquito and Vector Control District (for Riverside County areas in Prado Basin)
and the West Valley Mosquito and Vector Control District (for San Bernardino
County areas in Prado Basin).

The USACE and OCWD pay these costs. OCWD has a long history of working
with the two vector control districts in the Prado Basin area and the vector control
districts directly bill OCWD for their costs associated with controlling vectors
related to OCWD activities. OCWD also works directly with the Orange County
Vector Control District in Orange County. Mitigation Measure PU-1 (as provided
in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program contained in Chapter 5) will
extend this cooperative interagency relationship to address vector issues that
may arise from the current project:

“The Corps shall notify the Northwest Mosquito Abatement District, West
Valley Vector Control District and Orange County Vector Control District of
the increased wetted area resulting from the conservation pool. In
coordination with these districts, the Corps will contribute funds as necessary
annually to ensure that mosquito nuisances to the public resulting from the
increased wetted area are minimized.”

Comment 4-10

This comment states that the Draft EIR does not address significant impacts to
recreation that would be caused by the increased inundation. This comment was
also submitted by the City of Corona on the draft EIS/EIR for the project
published by the USACE in 2004. The comment is addressed in the USACE's
response to comment section of the February 2005 EIS/EIR (Appendix H of the
2005 document). The preferred project alternative would store water up to
elevation 498 feet. The preferred project alternative will not cause significant
effects to recreational lands within the Prado Basin as discussed on pages 4-50
and 4-51 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR.

Comment Letter 5
State Water Resources Control Board

As a general response to the State Board's comments, OCWD would like to
clarify the scope of this project and its relationship to related projects and the
environmental documents for those projects. The project covered by this EIR is
merely the increase in storage capacity of the Prado basin conservation pool by
raising the elevation level of water behind the dam from 494 to 498 feet during
the ‘flood season’ period from October through February. The use of the
conservation pool during the non-flood season is not anticipated by this project.
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This project does not include any other change in diversion or diversion facilities,
however the increased storage capacity at Prado from October through February
will have the consequence of enabling OCWD to increase its capacity to
recharge the Orange County Groundwater Basin with existing facilities.

The increased storage at the Prado Dam conservation pool will be achieved by a
modification of release rates from the dam by the USACE. Because the USACE
has operational control over the dam, review of this project is required under the
National Environmental Protection Act (“NEPA”), as well as under CEQA. The
USACE completed an EIS/EIR for this project in February 2005, referenced here
in as “February 2005 EIS/EIR”. The February 2005 EIS/EIR evaluated the same
project as the Recirculated Draft EIR dated May 2006. The Recirculated Draft
EIR incorporates and augments the February 2005 EIS/EIR.

On July 19, 2006, OCWD certified its Final Program Environmental Impact
Report for the Application to Appropriate Santa Ana River Water, State
Clearinghouse Number 2002081024, to support its pending application to
appropriate water from the SAR. The Program EIR evaluates the diversion of up
to 505,000 acre-feet per year, and two near-term recharge projects at a project
level. It evaluates several other long-term projects to increase its diversion
capacity, at a program level, including the project encompassed by this EIR (i.e.,
raising the conservation pool at Prado).

Comment 5-1

This comment states that no clear description of the time frame and physical
conditions that constitute baseline conditions is provided in the Recirculated draft
EIR. The baseline conditions for this project were established as part of the
February 2005 EIS/EIR which noted, in the introduction to Section 3:

“This section provides a discussion of the existing environmental setting...The
information that was used for each of the environmental topical areas was
primarily [drawn] from the following documents:

o U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1998. Santa Ana River memorandum
No. 1 Phase Il GDM on the Santa Ana River Maintain including
Santiago Creek: Main Report and Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement.”

o U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. October 1992. Review of Prado Dam
Operation for Water Conservation, Final Environmental Impact
Statement.

o U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Water Control Manual, Prado Dam
and Reservoir, Santa Ana River, California, September 1994.

As described in the biological opinion from the USFWS, data from the May 2001
draft Biological Assessment, site visits, and related information were also utilized.
The baseline incorporates estimated urbanization in year 2002 and inflow from
eight upstream reclamation plants.
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The comment also states that the final EIR should include mitigation measures
required for any potentially significant environmental impacts of implementing the
improvements associated with the General Design Manual for the SAR Mainstem
Project. The mitigation measures for the SAR Mainstem Project are included in
the environmental documents prepared for that project and are not the
responsibility of OCWD. Furthermore, the mitigation measures for the Prado
Water Conservation Project and the SAR Mainstem project are independent of
each other. However, OCWD has taken these measures into account in
developing its baseline for this project. It is important to note that Alternative 2,
the preferred project alternative being pursued by OCWD at this time, is not
dependent on the completion of improvements to Prado Dam and the Santa Ana
River (see page 2-5 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR). Under present and future
conditions used in the baseline for the EIR, it is assumed that all of the
improvements associated with the Phase |l General Design Manual for the SAR
Mainstem Project are implemented. These improvements are anticipated to be
completed by 2008.

Comment 5-2

This comment discusses the objectives of the proposed project and requests
more information on the objectives sought by the proposed project. The
Recirculated Draft EIR provides the project description (see page 15 of the May
2006 report and page 2-1 and 2-2 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR). The proposed
project would capture additional surplus water behind Prado Dam during the
flood season from October through February. As a consequence of the project,
the water temporarily stored at Prado Dam would be used to recharge the
Orange County Groundwater Basin.

Comment 5-3

This comment requests additional information regarding the intended uses of the
EIR. Section 2.7 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR describes the Intended Uses as
follows:

2.7 INTENDED USES OF THE EIS/EIR
2.7.1 LEAD AGENCIES

The USACE is the NEPA lead agency for this EIS, while the OCWD is the CEQA
lead agency for the EIR. The USACE and OCWD are expected to use this EIS/EIR in
the consideration of the following project approval:

o Certification of a Final EIS/EIR — The project requires the acceptance of an
environmental document as having been prepared in compliance with NEPA,
CEQA, state CEQA Guidelines and county CEQA Guidelines, and
certification that the data were considered in the final decisions on the
project.

2.7.2 COOPERATING AGENCIES

The Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for Implementing NEPA ...
specifies that any other federal agency can be designated as a cooperating agency if
that agency has jurisdiction by law or has special expertise with respect to any
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environmental issue. Cooperating agencies have specific responsibilities to
participate in the NEPA process, develop information, provide staff support, and
assist the lead agency as requested and mutually agreed to. The lead agency is
required to use the environmental analysis and proposals of cooperating agencies to
the maximum extent possible, consistent with its responsibilities as lead agency.

The USFWS is the only federal agency that has been identified as a cooperating
agency. A subsequent action may be required by USFWS. The following approval
may be required for the proposed action:

c USFWS - A formal consultation with the USFWS may be required if
significant effects occur on endangered species (i.e.,least Bell’s vireo,
southwewstern willow flycatcher, bald eagle, peregrine falcon, arroyo
southwestern toad). A formal consultation is a process between the
USFWS and the federal agency that commences with the federal agency’s
written request for consultation under Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered
Species Act and concludes with the USFWS issuance of a biological opinion
under Section 7(b)(3) of the Endangered Species Act.

As included in Appendix F of the February 2005 EIS/EIR, the USFWS has issued an
opinion letter that clarifies significant effects and mitigation requirements. No additional
approvals beyond those cited above are anticipated in order to accomplish the actions
evaluated in the current Recirculated Final EIR. However, comments received from the
California Department of Fish and Game (see Comment Letter #7 herein), indicate that a
Streambed Alteration Agreement may be required under certain circumstances. In
consideration of DFG’s comments, the following additional statement is hereby
incorporated into the Recirculated EIR:

“The California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) is the only state agency that
has been identified as a potential responsible or trustee agency. A subsequent
action may be required by DFG. The following approval may be required for the
proposed action:

o DFG - OCWD would be required to obtain a Lake and Streambed Alteration
Agreement from DF G if project activities would divert, obstruct or change the
natural flow or the bed, channel, or bank (which includes associated riparian
resources) of a river, stream or lake, or use material from a streambed prior
to the applicant’'s commencement of the activity.”

OCWD does not anticipate that project implementation will involve activities
subject to a Streambed Alteration Agreement, but OCWD will nolify DFG in
advance in the event it is determined that such activities are required.

The comment also states that the draft EIR does not list the other CEQA
documents for the overall project described under water right Application 31174.
OCWD recognizes the necessity to obtain a water right to use the additional
water that will be made available as the result of the increased capacity of the
Prado conservation pool. However, the additional water that will be available as
the result of such increase is anticipated by the Final Program Environmental
Impact Report for the Orange County Water District Application to Appropriate
Santa Ana River Water, State Clearinghouse Number 2002081024, which was
certified by the Orange County Water District on July 19, 2006. This Program
EIR evaluates OCWD's anticipated diversions of up to 505,000 acre-feet per year
of water from the SAR, and evaluates the conservation pool project at a program
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level. The Draft Program EIR for the Application to Appropriate Santa Ana River
Water was referenced on page 56 of the May 2006 report.

Alternative 2 of the Recirculated Draft EIR for the Prado Basin Water
Conservation Feasibility Study is a scaled-down version of the near-term project
described as ‘Prado Dam (Conservation Elevation 508)’ in the District's
Application to Appropriate SAR Water and the EIR for the Application to
Appropriate Santa Ana River water. The Recirculated Draft EIR contains a
range of alternatives as required by CEQA. Each alternative is evaluated
thoroughly in the EIR. Cost/benefit considerations resulted in the selection of
Alternative 2 as the preferred project alternative and the recommended action is
implementation of Alternative 2.

The comment also requests information regarding the quantity of water analyzed
under the current CEQA document and its relationship to the quantity of water
that OCWD has requested to appropriate under its Application No. 31174. For
Alternative 2, the preferred project alternative, the flood-season water
conservation elevation would be raised from 494 to 498 feet. This 4-foot
increase in storage would allow up to 5,205 acre-feet additional storage at Prado
Dam under current conditions and 4,025 acre-feet additional storage under future
conditions (in 2052), as described on page 2-8 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR.
The actual amount of storage will depend upon hydrologic conditions and
operational conditions. In dry years, little to no additional storage may be
achieved. In wet years, additional storage may be achieved and released five
times or more. This anticipated increase in diversion capacity is included within
the 505,000 acre-feet requested by OCWD’s Application No.31174.

Comment 5-4

This comment discusses the meaning of ‘project’ with respect to CEQA, refers to
portions of the CEQA guidelines, and requests information regarding the
relationship of the project in relation to other CEQA documents. Because this
project involves the operation of Prado Dam, a federal facility, the environmental
documentation to comply with NEPA for this project is the February 2005
EIS/EIR. The project in the Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study is
an element of the larger project evaluated in the Final Program Environmental
Impact Report for the Orange County Water District Application to Appropriate
Santa Ana River Water, State Clearinghouse Number 2002081024. Potential
cumulative impacts of the project in the Prado Basin Water Conservation
Feasibility Study were evaluated in the Final Program Environmental Impact
Report for the Orange County Water District Application to Appropriate Santa
Ana River Water, State Clearinghouse Number 2002081024. Diversions from
the Santa Ana River, up to a total of 505,000 acre-feet per year, and two near-
term recharge projects were also evaluated at a project level in the Final
Program Environmental Impact Report for the Orange County Water District
Application to Appropriate Santa Ana River Water. Other long-term projects
were evaluated at a program level, including the project covered by the Prado
Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study EIR. As discussed above, because
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of the joint action with the USACE for this project, OCWD has evaluated this
project in a separate project-level EIR.

Comment 5-5

This comment raises questions about the information in OCWD’s Water Right
Application No. 31174. The current condition for water conservation at Prado
Dam during the flood season is 494 feet (see page 2-5 of the February 2005
EIS/EIR). This allows for up to 8,435 acre-feet of storage under current
conditions. Due to sedimentation in the reservoir unrelated to the project, the
future storage at 494 feet elevation would be 2,700 acre-feet (in 2052). The flood
season is from October 1 through the end of February. The maximum increase
in the amount of water that could be stored at one time if the elevation of the
conservation pool is raised to the proposed 498 feet elevation is 5,205 acre-feet
under current conditions and 4,025 acre-feet under future conditions (in 2052).
This anticipated increase in diversion capacity is included within the 505,000
acre-feet requested by OCWD’s Application No.31174. Although the Application
anticipated the possibility of raising the conservation pool to elevations higher
than the proposed 498 feet, as discussed above, these options are not presently
being pursued by OCWD. They are evaluated as project alternatives as required
under CEQA.

Comment 5-6

The comment also states that the Recirculated Draft EIR contains incorrect
statements regarding existing water rights. The statement cited in the comment
pertains to the February 2005 EIS/EIR prepared by USACE. Moreover, OCWD
has judicially recognized water rights pursuant to the stipulated judgment
resolving the case of Orange County Water District v. City of Chino, et al.,
Orange County Superior Court No. 117628 (the “1969 Judgment”).
Nevertheless, OCWD agreed many years ago to seek an appropriative water
right from the State Water Resources Control Board, submitted Application No.
31174 in 1992, and is working with the State Water Resources Control Board to
complete the process to perfect its rights to 505,000 acre-feet per year. OCWD
recognizes that its anticipated appropriative water rights are distinct from the
USACE's rights to store water at Prado Dam.

USACE's flood control authority at Prado Dam is authorized by the Flood Control
Act of June 22, 1936, Public Law 74-738, as amended, and by HR 101-96, June
20, 1989. Additionally, section 301(b) of the Water Supply Act of 1958 (as
amended) (43 USC 390b) provides authority for the USACE to include municipal
and industrial water storage in reservoir projects such as Prado Dam.

Storage at Prado Dam is created by the USACE modifying the degree to which
the outlet gates are open following precipitation events, and thereby temporarily
modifying the rate at which water flows through the dam but not changing the
total amount of water that flows through the dam (except for minor losses to
evaporation).
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Comment 5-7

This comment requests a description of the operation of Prado Dam as it relates
to OCWD's water rights application and related information. The operation of
Prado Dam is discussed in detail in the February 2005 EIS/EIR, which was
prepared by the operator of Prado Dam, the USACE. The current operational
control manual is described, along with the modifications to the control manual
associated with the proposed increase in elevation of the conservation pool to
498 feet during flood season (for example, see pages 2-2 through 2-10 of the
February 2005 EIS/EIR). The USACE’s authority to operate Prado Dam is
contained in the Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936.

OCWD submitted Application No. 31174 in 1992 to address the State Water
Control Board's issue with respect to water rights on the Santa Ana River and is
working with the State Water Resources Control Board to complete the process.
OCWD will not undertake management or otherwise control operations at Prado
Dam; such activities remain the responsibility of USACE. Any necessary

modifications to operations manual for Prado will likewise be the responsibility of
USACE.

Comment 5-8

The comment by the State Water Resources Control Board is noted.

Comment 5-9

This comment states there is a discrepancy between text in the February 2005
EIS/EIR and the May 2006 document. There is not a discrepancy between the
two documents. The text quoted in comment letter 5 from page S-3 is not from
the February 2005 EIS/EIR but from the Syliabus of the Feasibility Study. The
confusion reflected in the comment is understandable, as the format of the
February 2005 EIS/EIR was itself confusing (the Feasibility Study was bound in
hard copy in front of the February 2005 EIS/EIR; the Feasibility Study and
EIS/EIR are both dated February 2005). The mitigation measure for impact HY-4
is listed on page 9 of Table ES-1, and incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program provided in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Maintenance of
the SAR channel is the responsibility of the County of Orange. OCWD is
developing an agreement with the County of Orange whereby costs incurred by
the County of Orange related to water conservation at Prado Dam are
reimbursed by OCWD. The mitigation measure for impact HY-4 has been
modified accordingly.

Comment 5-10

This comment states that impacts associated with increased sediment and
pesticides in the SAR from erosion should be discussed. Sediment issues are
discussed in the February 2005 EIS/EIR (see for example, page 4-4 and 4-5).
With respect to pesticides, the available evidence indicates that increased,
adverse concentrations of pesticides will not occur in the SAR due to erosion.
OCWD maintains an ongoing water quality monitoring program for the SAR.
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OCWD also conducted an extensive study of the SAR’s water quality from 1996
to 2004. This study, which was reviewed by an independent panel appointed by
the National Water Research Institute (NWRI), is called the Santa Ana River
Water Quality and Health Study. NWRI's review of the Santa Ana River Water
Quality and Health Study found that recharge of the Orange County Groundwater
Basin with Santa Ana River water is protective of public health. NWRI's report
published in 2004, “Report of the Scientific Advisory Panel, Orange County
Water District’'s Santa Ana River Water Quality and Health Study” is incorporated
by reference herein. As part of the Santa Ana River Water Quality and Health
Study, OCWD and the United States Geological Survey conducted extensive
monitoring of pesticides in the river. There were occasional detections of
pesticides, but the detections were below the applicable regulatory levels. The
Prado Dam release rates for Alternative 2 do not exceed historic release rates,
and no significant impacts associated with erosion are anticipated.

The comment also requests identification of other permits required to repair
eroded channels. Eroded channel repair, if needed, will be conducted by the
USACE or by the County of Orange. The County of Orange has an existing
permit under which repairs can be made.

Comment 5-11

This comment states that the EIR should identify any groundwater contaminant
plumes in the vicinity of the project and address whether increased recharge will
exacerbate any such plumes. There are no known contaminant plumes where
the additional storage will occur. Upgradient of the area where temporary
storage will occur, there are subsurface contaminant plumes in the Chino
Groundwater Basin. These plumes are not anticipated to be affected by the
additional surface water storage at Prado Dam due to the distance between the
storage area and the subsurface plumes and the minimal amount of infiltration of
stored water into the Chino Groundwater Basin.

The water temporarily stored at Prado Dam under the proposed project can be
recharged at the District’s existing facilities downstream of Prado Dam. The
proposed project can be fully implemented without any new diversion structures
or new recharge facilities. Studies indicate that recharge at the District’s existing
facilities does not exacerbate any existing groundwater contaminant plumes (for
example, see NWRI's 2004 report “Report of the Scientific Advisory Panel,
Orange County Water District's Santa Ana River Water Quality and Health
Study”). New recharge facilities are not anticipated for this project, but if
constructed, potential effects from the new recharge facilities related to
exacerbating groundwater contaminant plumes would be appropriately evaluated
in environmental documents for those new recharge facilities.

OCWD recently completed an evaluation of the potential environmental effects
associated with a new recharge facility called the La Jolla Recharge Basin. The
EIR for the La Jolla Recharge Basin was certified by OCWD in May 2006 (“La
Jolla EIR”). The La Jolla EIR determined that there were no significant impacts
to existing groundwater plumes in relation to construction and operation of the
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new recharge basin. Additionally, OCWD is actively involved in cleaning up
groundwater contamination caused by others, and adopted a Mitigated Negative
Declaration in November 2005 for the North Basin Groundwater Protection
Project, which will cleanup volatile organic compound contamination in the
shallow aquifer in portions of the cities of Anaheim and Fullerton.

There is no evidence that the proposed project to increase the water
conservation elevation from 494 feet to 498 feet in the period from October
through February would move or exacerbate existing groundwater plumes.

Comment 5-12

This comment raises issues relating to OCWD’s Application to Appropriate SAR
water, and states that the EIR should include a discussion of the project’s
impacts on the beneficial uses of Reaches 1 and 2 of the SAR. This issue was
evaluated fully in the Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the Orange
County Water District Application to Appropriate Santa Ana River Water, State
Clearinghouse Number 2002081024. With respect to diversions of water from
the SAR for groundwater recharge, it was determined that impacts on hydrology
were not significant and there were no impacts in the other environmental impact
categories. With respect to short-term elevated release rates from Prado Dam
that may be associated with the proposed project, the February 2005 EIS/EIR
determined that there were no significant impacts after mitigation (see pages 4-4
through 4-10, and related section of that report).

The comment also requests that the Final EIR include any mitigation measures
necessary to protect the beneficial uses of the SAR below Prado Dam. The
Mitigation Measures for impacts Bl-21 and HY-4, which relate to protecting the
beneficial uses of the SAR below Prado Dam, are included in the May 2006
Recirculated Draft EIR for the Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study
and provided in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program contained in
Chapter 5 of this Final EIR.

Comment 5-13

This comment states that the information that provides the basis for the biological
impacts analysis in the Recirculated Draft EIR is incomplete. The information
used in the Recirculated Draft EIR is adequate and provides a sound basis for
the environmental evaluations. It is important to note that the U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service prepared a Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report for the
project, and that the USACE also prepared a Biological Assessment for the
project. These reports are included in Appendix C and Appendix D respectively
of the February 2005 EIS/EIR. The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service also prepared
a biological opinion for the project (see Appendix F of the February 2005
EIS/EIR) based on information provided in the Biological Assessment for the
Prado Dam Water Conservation and Supply Study, site visits, and other
information. The biological opinion and related information in the February 2005
EIS/EIR demonstrate the sound basis for the biological resources evaluation. As
noted on page 3-5 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR, “Surveys for endangered bird
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species in the Reservoir area are conducted annually for the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (hereafter FWS) (see Pike at el. 1998) and were not duplicated in
this study.” These annual studies, which are conducted through the watershed
program implemented by the Santa Ana Watershed Association, confirm that
there are no significant changes from the previous studies.

The comment requests that protocols of the USFWS, CDFG, and the CA Native
Plant Society be utilized. The surveys conducted for the project are functionally
equivalent to the protocols of the USFWS, CDFG, and CA Native Plant Society.

Comment 5-14

This comment states that the Recirculated Draft EIR fails to explain how possible
significant environmental effects were determined to not be significant. The
comment refers to information in the reports regarding the western spadefoot
toad. As mentioned on page 4-23 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR, the western
spadefoot toad has been identified as potentially occurring in the Prado Basin;
however, it has not been recorded and may not be present. In Table 3-3 of the
May 2006 Recirculated Draft EIR, it is stated that raising the conservation pool
could directly affect the western spadefoot toad. This impact is found to be less
than significant because this species has not been recorded in the Prado Basin.
Monitoring conducted by the Santa Ana Watershed Association since the earlier
studies used in the February 2005 EIS/EIR has verified that these data remain
valid.

Comment 5-15

This comment requests clarification of Table 3-3 and discusses environmentai
impact BI-10. The Thresholds of Significance for biological resources are listed
on page 4-12 and 4-13 of the February 2005 EIS/EIR. Seven different criteria
are listed in the Thresholds of Significance. When the impact does not exceed
the Thresholds of Significance, the impact is determined to be less than
significant. The comment discusses pond turtles and that no mitigation
measures are included for pond turtles. Table 3-3 (page 40) in the May 2006
Recirculated Draft EIR lists impact BI-10, which states “Sensitive Species:
Raising the conservation pool could directly affect pond turtles above the dam.”
The ‘X" marks in Table 3-3 indicate that pond turtles could be affected by
alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5; however, as described in the February 2005 EIS/EIR,
increased inundation may interfere slightly with the reproductive success of this
species (assuming it breeds in the Prado Basin), but this would not be
considered a significant adverse impact. Monitoring conducted since the earlier
studies used in the February 2005 EIS/EIR has verified that these data remain
valid.

Comment 5-16

This comment regards the bioavailability of lead shot previously used in the
proposed mitigation area and requests evidence regarding the lead shot being
buried under sediment at the Pheasant Club area. The area identified for
mitigation is shown on the attached Figure A, and is located at an elevation
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higher than the water conservation elevation. Therefore, the mitigation area will
not be located within the conservation pool elevation. Mitigation Measures for
impacts Bl-1 and BI-17 have been updated accordingly and reference the
location for the mitigation area shown on Figure A.

Comment 5-17

This comment states that text on page 57 of the Recirculated Draft EIR is
misleading with respect to the discussion of diversions. The text on page 57
does not imply that there are no diversions from the river. The intent of the text is
to discuss that there could be reductions in the amount of SAR storm flow that
reaches the ocean but that there would be no cumulatively significant effects
from the reduced flow. To clarify the meaning, the last sentence in Section 5.2.1
(on page 57) of the May 2006 Recirculated Draft EIR is amended to read:

Therefore, the proposed project could reduce the amount of future
storm flow that would otherwise reach the ocean but would not
contribute significantly to cumulative impacts.

This issue in also evaluated in the Final Program Environmental Impact Report
for the Orange County Water District Application to Appropriate Santa Ana River
Water, State Clearinghouse Number 2002081024.

Comment 5-18

This comment states that providing a reliable water supply is growth inducing
“because it removes the obstacle to growth.” Pages 46 through 52 of the May
2006 Recirculated Draft EIR discusses the growth inducing impacts and the
relation of water supply to growth inducement. As discussed in this section, the
project will not have a direct growth inducing impact. Two important reasons to
reiterate are that (1) Urban Water Management Plans prepared and approved in
2005 by agencies within OCWD’s boundaries conclude that there are sufficient
water supplies for planned growth in Orange County without regard to the
proposed project, and (2) a review of several General Plans for cities in Orange
County indicates that these communities have determined that water supply is
not a significant constraint to planned growth.

The comment also states that the final EIR should analyze direct and indirect
growth inducing impacts of having a more reliable water supply. Such an
analysis is not required because there are no direct growth inducing impacts from
the project.

Comment 5-19

This comment states that OCWD must consider the cumulative impacts of the
entire project applied for under Application 31174 for a CEQA analysis sufficient
for the State Water Board to determine the impacts of granting water right
Application No. 31174. This comment does not apply to the proposed project;
however, it was addressed in Section 7.2 of the Final Program Environmental
Impact Report for the Orange County Water District Application to Appropriate
Santa Ana River Water, State Clearinghouse Number 2002081024.
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The comment also states that the final EIR should address the cumulative
impacts from the USACE raising Prado Dam and projects applied for under
Application No. 31174. The cumulative impacts analysis for the projects applied
for in Application No. 31174 is included in the Final Program Environmental
Impact Report for the Orange County Water District Application to Appropriate
Santa Ana River Water, State Clearinghouse Number 2002081024. Other
relevant non-OCWD projects in the watershed were included in this cumulative
impacts analysis.

Comment 5-20

This comment regards reports that are referenced in the February 2005 EIS/EIR.
These reports, the ‘Economics Report’ and the ‘Hydrology and Hydraulic Report’
(Santa Ana River Drainage Area Water Conservation Feasibility Study, Prado
Dam Water Conservation, Hydrology Appendix Final, prepared by USACE, July
2004; and Prado Dam Water Conservation Study Hydraulics Appendix for AFB
Documentation, prepared by USACE, August 1999) are referenced in the
February 2005 EIS/EIR. These reports are on file with OCWD and available from
OCWD upon request and are herein incorporated by reference.

Comment Letter 6
County of San Bernardino Department of Public Works

Comment 6-1

This comment states that the San Bernardino County Department of Public
Works has no comments. No additional response is necessary.

Comment Letter 7
California Department of Fish and Game

Comment 7-1

This comment requests information regarding the relationship of the project to
the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP), the designation of the project area as Public/Quasi-Public Lands, and
coordination with the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority.

Prado Basin is currently managed for natural resources including endangered
species. Federal and OCWD lands were set aside to be jointly managed to
benefit wildlife in 1995 when water conservation was permitted to an elevation of
505 feet in the non-flood season (spring and summer). The designation of the
Prado Basin as a core area by the MSHCP is noted and is yet additional
recognition of our widely heralded habitat and wildlife management success.

OCWD is a partner in the Santa Ana Watershed Association (SAWA) and
MSHCP activities. Several of the MSHCP biologists are funded through SAWA
and participate in wildlife survey and management efforts in the Prado Basin.
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Comment 7-2

This comment states that the project may result in “take” of species listed as
endangered under the California Endangered Species Act. The proposed water
conservation to 498 feet would occur during the winter when the three
endangered bird species are not present, so no “take” authorization would be
requested. Habitat that could be affected is being mitigated through the Federal
permit.

Comment 7-3

This comment states the conditions regarding issuance of a Streambed

Alteration Agreement. OCWD does not anticipate that a Streambed Alteration
Agreement will be required for the project because of the project’s lack of impact
on a streambed. However, OCWD will notify the Department of Fish and Game if
it appears that any of the listed activities may occur (also, please see our
response to SWRCB comment 5-3.
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CHAPTER 4

4 SUMMARY OF MODIFICATIONS TO THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

The following modifications are incorporated into the Final EIR. Added language
is shown as underlined text. Omitted language is shown as strike-out text.

Modification 1
The mitigation measure for impact Bl-1 has been modified as follows:

All Alternatives: To mitigate impacts to biological resources above the dam, the
local sponsor shall acquire the following amounts of land for restoration to willow
woodland and riparian habitat: Alt. 2: 62 2.8 ha (622 6.9 ac); Alt. 3 - 8.1 ha
(20.1ac); Alt. 4: 38.5 ha (95.1 ac); Alt 5: 124.8 ha (308.1 ac). The land shall be
obtained from a 45.4-ha (112-ac) parcel within Prado Basin that is available for
restoration. If the total amount of land to be acquired exceeds 45.4 ha (112 ac),
then the local sponsor also will provide compensation to the Trust Fund at a rate
of $50,000 per acre for the loss of the remaining acreage. All Alternatives: To
mitigate impacts to biological resources above the dam, the local sponsor will
provide compensation to the Trust Fund for maintenance of the above-mentioned
habitat acquired for restoration. The total compensation will be $25,000 per acre.

Modification 2

The last sentence in Section 5.2.1 of the May 2006 Recirculated Draft EIR (on
page 57) is modified as follows:

Therefore, the proposed project could reduce the amount of future storm

flow that would otherwise reach the ocean but would not contribute

significantly to cumulative impacts redusctions—in—riverflows—caused—by
) ects.

Modification 3
The mitigation measure for impact Bl-1 is modified as follows:

All Alternatives: To mitigate impacts to biological resources above the dam, the
local sponsor shall acquire the following amounts of land for restoration to willow
woodland and riparian habitat: Alt. 2: 6.2 ha (5.2 ac); Alt. 3 - 8.1 ha (20.1ac); Alt.
4: 38.5 ha (95.1 ac); Alt 5: 124.8 ha (308.1 ac). The land shall be obtained from
a-45-4-ha-{H12-ac) a parcel within Prado Basin that is available for restoration as

shown on Figure A. If the total amount of land to be acquired exceeds 45.4 ha
(112 ac), then the local sponsor also will provide compensation to the Trust Fund
at a rate of $50,000 per acre for the loss of the remaining acreage. _All
Alternatives: To mitigate impacts to biological resources above the dam, the
local sponsor will provide compensation to the Trust Fund for maintenance of the
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above-mentioned habitat acquired for restoration. The total compensation will be
$25,000 per acre.

Modification 4
The mitigation measure for impact Bl-17 is modified as follows:

All Alternatives: To mitigate impacts to biological resources below the dam, the
local sponsor shall acquire the following amounts of land for restoration to willow
woodland and riparian habitat: Alt. 2: 8.9 ha (22 ac); Alt. 3 - 10.6 ha (26.3 ac); Alt.
4: 17.0 ha (41.8 ac); Alt 5: 24.0 ha (59.2 ac). The land shall be obtained from a
45-4-ha—{H12-ae) parcel within Prado Basin that is available for restoration as
shown on Figure A.. If the total amount of land to be acquired exceeds 45.4 ha
(112 ac), then the local sponsor also will provide compensation to the Trust Fund
at a rate of $50,000 per acre for the loss of the remaining acreage. All
Alternatives: To mitigate impacts to biological resources below the dam, the
local sponsor will provide compensation to the Trust Fund for maintenance of the
above-mentioned habitat acquired for restoration. The total compensation will be
$25,000 per acre.

Modification 5

The mitigation measure for impact HY-4 is modified as follows:

All Alternatives: When maximum discharge rates are realized under the proposed
water conservation operations, sediment material at the downstream River View
Golf Course shall be replaced by the Goerps County of Orange as needed to
maintain flood protection values of the channel. In addition, the Gerps County of
Orange shall repair erosion damage at the Golf Course to the extent that such
reconstruction requirements are specified in lease agreements.
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CHAPTER 5
5 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Orange County Water District Prado Basin Water Conservation Project Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program

Introduction

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) report includes mitigation measures
identified in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) that are required to address impacts
associated with the Prado Basin Water Conservation project. The impacts associated with this project
and required mitigation measures are summarized in this program; the full text of the impact analysis
and mitigation measures is presented in the OCWD Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility
Study EIR.

As described in the Recirculated Draft EIR, the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) and Orange
County Water District (OCWD) published the Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study —
Main Report with EIS/EIR in February 2005 pursuant to the National Environmental Protection Act
(NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). USACE is the NEPA lead agency
and OCWD is the CEQA lead agency for this project. The Recirculated Draft EIR consists of the
February 2005 EIS/EIR in its entirety as well as the additional information necessary for OCWD to
comply with CEQA environmental review requirements.

The proposed project would capture additional surplus water behind Prado Dam during winter
months, thus raising the elevation of the conservation pool. The project would modify the USACE’s
operational control manual for Prado Dam, but would require no additional construction. The EIR
analyzed the impacts for 5 alternatives including the no action alternative and 4 alternative flood
season conservation pool elevations (498 feet above mean sea level {msl], 500 feet msl, 505 feet msl
and 508 feet msl). Alternative 2 (with a flood season conservation pool elevation of 498 feet msl) is
the preferred project alternative and Alternative 2 is also identified as the Environmentally Superior
Alternative.

The MMRP is organized in a table format keyed to each impact and adopted mitigation measure.
Each mitigation measure is set out in full, followed by a tabular summary of monitoring requirements.
Monitoring requirements include implementation procedure, monitoring and reporting requirements,
monitoring responsibility, and monitoring schedule. Implementation procedure is a checklist of
actions required to successfully effectuate the mitigation measure. Monitoring and reporting action is
a checklist of actions to successfully complete each implementation procedure. Monitoring
responsibility names the responsible party for each implementation procedure and the associated
monitoring and reporting action. Finally, the monitoring schedule outlines the phase of the project
(e.g., project design, construction, operation, etc.) when each implementation procedure and
associated monitoring and reporting action must occur.

OCWD Prado Basin Water Conservation Final EIR 1
Mitigation Momitoring and Reporting Program August 2006
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SYLLABUS

This Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study is a cost-shared Feasibility Study
conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the Orange County Water District
(OCWD) as cost-sharing partners, OCWD being termed the Local Sponsor. This report
investigates the without- and with-project conditions related to the increased water conservation
potential at Prado Dam. The Reconnaissance phase determined that there is a federal interest in
water conservation at Prado Dam, as summarized in the report entitled Prado Basin Water
Supply Reconnaissance Report dated July 1996. This report assumes that the authorized
modifications to Prado Dam as described in the Phase II General Design Memorandum (GDM)
for the Santa Ana River Mainstem Project (SARMP) are in place by 2006. The preferred
alternative can and will be implemented prior to the modifications being completed.

The purpose of this study is to investigate the feasibility of expanded water supply and
conservation opportunities at Prado Dam. The study area is defined as Prado Dam and
Reservoir, Santa Ana River downstream of Prado Dam, and the downstream spreading grounds.
Prado Dam is located in Riverside County, California near the border with Orange and San
Bernardino Counties, California. Prado Dam is constructed at elevation 460 feet (ft) (140.2 m)
national geodetic vertical datum (NGVD) at the head of the Santa Ana Canyon at the eastern end
of Chino Hills. The extended study area is the watershed for the OCWD service area. OCWD
owns all rights, title and interest in any and all waters flowing in the Santa Ana River into Prado
Reservoir.

The study analyzes the water demands of the area, water supplies, and the potential for water
conservation to meet supply deficiencies for both the existing and future conditions. Existing or
base year conditions occur in the year 2004, and future conditions occur in the year 2053.

Based on a supply and demand analysis conducted as part of this feasibility study, available
normal-year local suppligs for the study area currently meet only about 60 percent of demand;
and this percentage will decrease as demand increases in the future. Thus, additional low-cost
water supplies will be needed to meet demands. Re-operation of Prado Dam to increase the
available flow during the flood and non-flood season would provide this additional local water

supply.

The plan formulation process investigated five alternatives, one of them being the without-
project condition. The without-project condition represents the condition that would be expected
to occur during the period of analysis (50 years, 2004 through 2053) in lieu of project
implementation, and it constitutes the basis against which all alternative plans are evaluated. All
four with-project alternatives were evaluated individually. Tables S-1, S-2, and S-3 summarize
the alternatives.

All alternatives look at conserving water up to different elevations during the flood and non-



flood seasons. Water conservation during the flood season, October 1 to February 28, for the
five alternatives varied from a maximum Water Surface Elevation (WSE) of 494 ft (150.6 meters
[m]) to a maximum WSE of 508 ft (154.8 m). Water conservation during the non-flood season,
March 1 to September 30, for the five alternatives varied from a maximum WSE of 505 ft
(153.9 m) to a maximum WSE of 508 ft (154.8 m). Water conservation is currently authorized
up to an elevation of 505 ft (153.9 m) NGVD from the beginning of March to the end of
September. Releases from Prado to the downstream spreading grounds will lower the WSE
while storm inflows will increase it. If the duration between storms is long enough, it is possible
to completely drain the conservation pool. Therefore, water conservation up to the given
maximum elevations for the alternatives will not result in a permanent lake with a permanent
waterline. In addition, if a storm event is forecast, the pool will be evacuated to lower the WSE
closer to the debris pool elevation of 490 feet, inasmuch as flood control is the primary function
of the dam. Therefore, re-operation of Prado Dam for increased water conservation will
essentially not decrease the level of protection afforded by the dam.

Seven Oaks Dam will also have an impact on Prado Dam and its operation. Since the Section 7
consultation with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service on the endangered San Bernardino Kangaroo
Rat (SBKR) was completed in 2003, Seven Oaks Dam can now be operated according to the
design flood control plan. The effect of Seven Oaks Dam on reducing the magnitude of floods
downstream of Prado Dam is substantial. Considering this, spillway flow at Prado Dam will
occur for an event between a 70 to 95-year frequency under present conditions. By closing the
outlets as a spillway flow occurs and limiting the total outflow (spillway plus outlets) to less than
9,200 cubic feet per second (cfs), the level-of-protection can be raised to greater than 100-year
frequency under present conditions. By accelerating releases above elevation 494.0 ft (150.6 m)
up to the maximum outlet capacity through the two 13.5 ft by 13.5 ft (4.1 m by 4.1 m) outlet
conduits, the level-of-protection can be raised to about 120-year frequency under present
conditions. The significance of this discussion is that if a forecast is underestimated and the
Water Conservation Pool is not completely evacuated prior to a large event, the outlet gates
could be opened to make larger than scheduled flood releases. This would offset the
underestimated inflow, recapture the flood control space, and still maintain the established level-
of-protection. Once the Phase II GDM modifications are completed, including the outlets and
the downstream channel, and assuming Seven Oaks is operated as planned, Prado Dam will
provide about 333-year level-of-protection.

As stated earlier, one of the major premises of this study is that modifications to the operating
plan for water conservation at Prado Dam will not have any significant impact on flood control,
i.e., will not decrease the level-of-protection afforded by the dam. To assure this, the Water
Conservation Pool, otherwise known as the buffer pool, must be evacuated prior to a major
storm. Evacuation of the buffer pool is based on estimates of inflow to Prado Dam. Reservoir
Operation staff at the Los Angeles District determine if an impending storm will bring significant
inflow into the reservoir and how much the buffer pool will need to be evacuated to account for
the estimated inflow volume. This predicted inflow volume may require the complete



evacuation of the buffer pool. However, it does not require the entire buffer pool be evacuated if
the predicted inflow amount is less than the volume in the buffer pool. If large inflows are not
forecasted, rapid evacuation of the reservoir for flood control purposes is not necessary or
desired. This is particularly relevant for water conservation purposes as the end of the flood
season approaches.

The flood control release schedule for the current outlets does not maximize outflow through the
outlet conduits. The current schedule’s maximum non-damaging release of 5,000 cfs was
established after downstream channel improvements were constructed to address deficiencies in
channel performance observed during the 1978, 1980, and 1983 flood events. The planned
Phase II GDM outlets also do not maximize outflow through the outlets. The future schedule
was developed to maintain relatively low releases out of Prado Dam during small to moderate
events. Larger releases (i.e., up to the future channel capacity of 30,000 cfs [currently

10,000 cfs]) will be reached by slowly increasing releases as the pool elevation rises during times
when a significant flood event is actually occurring. Under either scenario (current or future
outlets), if the severity of a storm is under-estimated and the buffer pool is not evacuated enough,
releases from Prado Dam can be accelerated to recover the lost flood control space by opening
the outlet gates wider.

To achieve evacuation of the buffer pool for water conservation within 24 hours prior to any
flood event, especially for larger alternative pools, would also require adjustments to the gate
settings under the current or proposed flood control release schedule. Emergency or critical
maintenance, as determined by the Corps’ Los Angeles District, may take place any time during
the year and may require evacuation of the pool. The buffer pool is only meant for water to be
held until it can be released for recharge. There is no intent to maintain a larger permanent pool
at the reservoir. Mitigation for any and all damages to the downstream channel caused by
evacuation of the buffer pool, and any and all damages or impacts to parties located within the
reservoir area caused by the retention of water for conservation purposes are the sole
responsibility of OCWD.

The average annual yield for Prado Dam for without-project conditions in the year 2004 is
238,000 acre-feet (AF) (293.4 million cubic meters [m’]). Under future (year 2053) without-
project conditions, the average annual yield is estimated to be 314,000 acre-feet

(387.3 million m® ). The additional water for year 2053 will result from other projects that are
expected to be constructed, by other entities, upstream of Prado Dam. These are estimates of the
volume of surface water spread in the downstream OCWD spreading grounds. The average
volume of water “lost” to the Pacific Ocean is approximately 48,000 AF (60.4 million m®) per
year.

The National Economic Development (NED) Plan is Alternative 2, which has a top of
conservation storage during flood season at elevation 498 ft (151.8 m). During the non-flood
season, the top of conservation storage would be at elevation 505 ft (153.9 m). The water



conservation yield for this alternative is approximately 240,000 AF (296 million m’) in the year
2004 and approximately 318,000 AF (392.2 million m®) in the year 2053.

There is no Locally Preferred Plan (LPP), OCWD has decided that the NED Plan is the most

viable alternative.

An Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) has been prepared
in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969,
as amended, and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), amended January 1995, and
is summarized in this report. The requirements of Section 404(r) of Public Law 92-500, as
amended, have been met.

Table S-1. Hydrologic Summary of Alternatives

Annual Yield Increase Over
Alternative Water Surface Elevation | Without Project Condition, acre-
(feet) feet
Flood Non-Flood Present Future Condition
Season Season Condition
Alternative 1 (Without
Project ) 494 505 0 0
2 498 505 2,000 4,000
3 500 505 3,000 5,000
4 505 505 4,000 8,000
5 508 508 6,000 10,000
Table S-2. Benefit/Cost Analysis
Annual Benefits, Annual Costs Net Benefit, Benefit/Cost
| Alternative $1.000 $1.000 $1.000_ Ratio
2 $612 $140 $472 4.4
3 $850 $1,325 -$475 0.6
4 $1,233 $4,848 -$3,625 0.3
5 $1,699 $5,782 -$4,083 .03
Notes:

(1) Annual costs and benefits are over 50 years and apply to years 2004 through 2053.
(2) Mitigation costs include environmental and cultural mitigation.
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Table S-3. Prado Dam Water Conservation Biological Mitigation CostsTable S-3. Prado Dam
Water Conservation Mitigation Costs

Alternative Upstream Cost Downstream | Total Upstream | Total Annual
Cost and Cost*
Downstream
Cost
2 $223,000 $707,000 $930,000 $181,000%*
3 $502,500 $657,000 $1,159,000 $87,000
4 $2,377,500 $1,543,000 $3,920,000 $259,000
S $11,624,500 $2,664,000 $14,288,500 $905,000

* Annual costs based on economic calculation using a 5 5/8 percent discount rate.

**Includes $125,000 Santa Ana River sucker mitigation costs not reflected in total upstream and
downstream costs. Sucker mitigation costs may vary somewhat from year to year.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study Report and the associated Environmental
Impact Statement/ Impact Statement Report (EIS/EIR) is a document prepared to support the
Record of Decision (ROD). The previously completed Reconnaissance Study Report was
prepared to determine whether investigation should proceed further into the more detailed cost-
shared feasibility phase study. Federal interest was identified during the reconnaissance phase,
and the Corps planning process has moved into the feasibility phase. The purpose of the Report
is to review alternative plans, the proposed recommended plan, and Federal and non-Federal
requirements for implementation.

In this Report, alternatives for water conservation are investigated. The National Economic
Development (NED) Plan, has been accepted by OCWD as the preferred alternative. While the
reconnaissance study was 100 percent federally funded, the feasibility study is cost-shared 50
percent with OCWD).

An EIS/EIR has been prepared to satisfy the environmental review requirements of both the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The purpose of the EIS/EIR document is to identify the environmental effects of the
proposed water conservation project and its various alternatives.

1.1 Study Authority

Prado Dam was authorized by the Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, Public Law 74-738, as
amended. This act authorized "the construction of certain public works on rivers and harbors
Jor flood control, and other purposes.”

The authority to study the feasibility of Water Conservation at Prado Dam is provided by the
Resolution of the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives dated May 8,
1964.

Further, the Corps conducted a “Prado Basin Water Conservation Reconnaissance Report” in
July 1996, that was initiated in response to a request by OCWD and to HR 101-96, June 20,
1989, the latter of which states:

“Santa Ana River Project, California --The Committee continues to support conservation
and recreation along the Santa Ana River. Of the funds appropriated for construction, up to
$500,000 can be used for a water conservation reconnaissance study 1o review the feasibility
of water conservation behind the Seven Oaks Dam and Prado Dam.”

The report recommended that this feasibility study be conducted to complete the plan
formulation and evaluation process of water conservation along the Santa Ana River at Prado
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Dam, as requested in a memorandum to the OCWD dated July 11, 1989.
1.2 Study Purpose and Scope

The purpose of the study is to investigate the feasibility of additional water conservation at Prado
Dam. Prado Dam is currently being modified to increase its capacity for flood control. Both the
existing and future flood control storage space behind the dam present an opportunity to modify
the existing operating plan to capture additional runoff for water conservation. Some of the
alternatives previously analyzed in this report are dependent on the raising of Prado Dam before
additional water conservation under them can be implemented, while others are capable of being
implemented prior to the completion of dam modifications. The preferred alternative,
Alternative 2, can be implemented prior to the completion of dam modifications.

Specifically, the feasibility study completes the planning process of formulating and evaluating
the array of alternative plans for water conservation identified in the reconnaissance study, and to
recommend a plan that maximizes the net benefits or one preferred by the local OCWD while
addressing water conservation and other needs identified and defined throughout the planning
process. The results presented in this report were developed in accordance with Federal water
resources planning principles, guidelines, procedures, and policies, including the Corps
“Planning Guidance Notebook” (ER 1105-2-100) dated April 2000.

1.3 Study Area Location

Prado Dam and Flood Control Basin are located on the Santa Ana River approximately 31 miles
upstream from the mouth of the river at the Pacific Ocean. The dam is operated and maintained
by the Corps and controls a drainage area of 2,250 square miles (5,827 km?)

The dam and flood control basin are located in Riverside County approximately 3 miles
upstream from the Riverside-Orange County line. An aerial view of the dam and flood control
basin is shown in Figure:1-1.

1.4 Study Participants and Agency Coordination

The Corps and OCWD identified an array of alternatives for additional water conservation at
Prado Dam and Flood Control Basin. During the course of the Feasibility Study, OCWD
participated and contributed to development of the alternatives for additional water conservation.
OCWD contributed 50 percent of the study cost, through both cash and in-kind services.

During the Feasibility Study, coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) was
conducted in accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. The USFWS provided
the Corps with the Draft Coordination Act Report (DCAR) in November 1999, and a Biological
Opinion (BO) in July 2002. The DCAR and BO evaluated the alternative plans studied. Since
several issues materialized after the DCAR, the BO served to address these issues and, with the
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concurrence of USFWS, the DCAR should be considered as the Final CAR. All USFWS
recommendations in these two documents have been given full consideration.

1.5 Prior Studies and Reports

Prior Federal and non-Federal documents that have been referenced in the course of conducting
the present study include:

Definite Project Report of Prado Dam, L.A. District, Corps of Engineers. 1936.

Santa Ana River and Other Streams for Protection of the Metropolitan Area in Orange County,
California, L.A. District, Corps of Engineers. 1937.

Phase I General Design Memorandum of the Santa Ana River Mainstem -- Including Santiago
Creek, L.A. District, Corps of Engineers. 1980.

Prado Dam Water Conservation Study. Camp Dresser & McKee, Inc. October 1985

Prado Dam Basin Land Use Analysis Report, San Bernardino and Riverside Counties,
California, L.A. District, Corps of Engineers. 1985.

Phase I General Design Memorandum and Supplemental Environmental impact Statement on
the Santa Ana River Mainstem, L.A. District, Corps of Engineers. 1985.

Water Conservation and Oil and Gas Development at Prado Dam, Bureau of Land Management
(BLM). November 1987.

Operation of Prado Dam for Water Conservation, L.A. District, Corps of Engineers. June 1988.

Phase II General Daign"Memorandum, Santa Ana Mainstem Including Santiago Creek, Volume
7, Hydrology, L.A. District, Corps of Engineers. August 1988.

Review of Prado Dam Operation for Water Conservation and Environmental Impact Statement,
L.A. District, Corps of Engineers. October 1992.

Seven Oaks and Prado Dams Water Conservation Reconnaissance Study, L.A. District, Corps
of Engineers. October 1992.

Water Control Manual, Prado Dam & Reservoir, Santa Ana River, California, L.A. District,
Corps of Engineers. September 1994.

Prado Basin Water Supply Reconnaissance Report, L.A. District, Corps of Engineers. July 1996.
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Prado Basin Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, L.A. District, Corps of Engineers.
November 2001.

1.6 Existing Corps of Engineers Water Projects and Facilities
1.6.1 Prado Dam and Reservoir

Prado Dam and Reservoir are located on the Santa Ana River adjacent to the junction of the
Riverside Freeway (Route 91) and the Corona Expressway (Route 71) at the eastern end of the
Chino Hills. Prado Dam, which is approximately 31 miles upstream from the mouth of the Santa
Ana River at the Pacific Ocean, was constructed in 1941. The Dam is operated and maintained
by the Corps and controls a drainage area of 2,250 square miles (5,827 km?).

1.6.2 Lower Santa Ana River Basin from Prado Dam to the Pacific Ocean

The Santa Ana River Mainstem Project (SARMP), a project for flood control on the Santa Ana
River, was authorized by the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (PL-99-662) on
November 17, 1986. The authorized project consists of improvements to the channel
downstream of Prado Dam to the Pacific Ocean, construction of Seven Oaks Dam and Reservoir
on the upper Santa Ana River, and improvements to Prado Dam. Construction of the channel
improvements on the Santa Ana River below Prado Dam commenced in 1991 and is still in
progress; construction of Seven Oaks Dam commenced in 1994 and was completed in 1999;
construction of the improvements to Prado Dam commenced in 2003 and are still in progress.

1.7 The Planning Process and Report Organization

The six planning steps presented in the U.S. Water Resources Council’s Principles and
Guidelines form the basis of organization for this Feasibility Report. Chapter Il (Need for and
Objectives of Action) presents the problems and opportunities associated with the Prado Basin
Water Conservation Study. Chapter III (Study Area Description) provides an inventory of
existing and future Without-Project Conditions. In Chapter IV (Plan Formulation) planning
objectives and constraints are considered and alternative plans are formulated. Plans are next
evaluated and compared in Chapter V; Chapter VI describes the Recommended Plan that
emerges from the evaluation and comparison process. Chapters VII and VIII describe the
Recommended Plan Implementation and the Study’s Conclusions and Recommendations.

Associated with the main report are several technical reports/appendices completed for the

various disciplines connected with this Feasibility Study, including the Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report, the Hydrology and Hydraulics Appendix, the
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Geotechnical Appendix, the Engineering Design Appendix, the Economics Appendix, and the
Real Estate Appendix.
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2 NEED FOR AND OBJECTIVES FOR ACTION

The first step of the Corps’ six-step planning process is to specify Problems and Opportunities.
This chapter presents the water conservation problems and opportunities associated with Prado
Dam and Flood Control Basin.

2.1 National Objective

Water conservation and supply is one of the missions of the Corps defined in the Flood Control
Act of 1944 and the Water Supply Act of 1958, as amended. The current policy was defined by
Congress in Section 932 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986. Among the aspects
of water conservation is modification of project operations to enhance groundwater
replenishment, among other means to enhance project usage for Municipal and Industrial
purposes. The Corps objective in water conservation and supply is to contribute to the National
Economic Development (NED). NED benefits attributable to water conservation and supply are
measured in terms of net changes in quantity of water conserved. The net changes are measured
in the planning area and in the rest of the nation.

2.2 Study Objectives

The principal objective of the Feasibility Study is to determine if the operating plan for Prado
Dam could be modified to maximize water conservation while being consistent with the flood
control purpose, and also being environmentally acceptable and cost-effective.

2.3 Public Concerns

To announce the start of the Feasibility Phase, a public meeting notice was issued to residents,
interest groups, and Federal, State and local agencies. The recipients were invited to provide
input into the feasibility study process. The public meeting was held by the Corps and OCWD;
this meeting also served as the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report (DEIS/R) Scoping Meeting. The meeting was conducted on November 17, 1997 at the
Corona Fundamental Intermediate School, Corona, California. Issues raised at the meeting
included the following:

Effects on habitat and species:

e Why are you now concerned with endangered species that weren't originally resident in
the reservoir area?

o If wildlife is displaced by the increased water pool, it will relocate and create the same
kinds of environmental mitigation problems in a new place.

e You need to consider the Santa Ana Sucker.



Water Quality:

e Any increase in water storage capacity will increase the size of water impoundment and,
therefore, will provide additional grounds for mosquito breeding that, in turn, will cause
an increase in mosquito populations.

¢ You need to consider whether an increase in the pool will cause great evaporation and,
thus, a higher salt content.

e Will dilution improve the quality of waste water percolating into the ground?

Socio/Economic:

e What is the projected timetable for increasing the water levels? It is important for those
of us with businesses in the basin to know what to expect and when to expect it.

e You must consider the well being of people upstream of the dam, as well as
downstream.

e Will the Corps act as a mediator between leaseholders and OCWD?

Other Issues/Concerns:

e What types of recreation are there currently in the basin, and what types of recreation do

you envision in the future?.

Are there equestrian trails in the basin? If so, where do they go?

How long will it take for the reservoir to silt up and eliminate any extra conservation

storage capacity?

Is the purpose of Prado Dam being changed from flood control to water conservation?

Who owns the land in Prado Basin? What kind of easement does the Corps have
through the land? Are there any easements for water conservation?

e Who owns the Santa Ana River when it enters Riverside County from San Bernardino

County?

Do Riverside and San Bernardino counties have to agree to a new water conservation

plan before it can be implemented?

Information provided in the flier conflicts with the presentation on November 17, 1997,

at the Corona Fundamental Intermediate School. That is, the flier indicates that this

study will evaluate alternatives that would increase the water impoundment year-round

up to an elevation of 508 feet and permit the development of holding ponds in the

reservoir between elevation 556 and 566 feet. At the meeting you indicated an increase

of water storage to 505 feet.

2.4 Problems and Opportunities

Analyses of projected supply and demand for the OCWD service area indicate that local
groundwater and surface water supplies will meet proportionally less of the demand over the
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course of the study period. The increased demand would have to be made up by more costly
reclaimed water and imported water. Recent court decisions and developments have
significantly curtailed the water resources ultimately available to southern California through
importation. Therefore, it is uncertain whether Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California (MWD) will be able to meet OCWD demand in the future, due to the potential
cutback of Colorado River water supply or decrease of water supply from the State Water
Project. In virtually all cases wherein southern California water purveyors have sought
additional import of water, responses through the courts and regulatory agencies have dictated
that the need should be established only after all existing means have been exhausted. Therefore,
although capture of additional flood runoff and thus greater groundwater recharge may result in
fairly small additional capture against total need, it will greatly help to establish intent to use all
available resources.

Reoperation of Prado Dam during both the flood season (October through February) and the non-
flood season (March through September) presents an opportunity to provide an increment of
additional local water supply, thereby reducing the need to find additional, costlier, imported and
reclaimed water supplies.

2.5 Planning Constraints

2.5.1 General Constraints

National Constraints.

National constraints include policy constraints such as those contained in the Rivers and Harbor
Act, the Clean Water Act and the National Environmental Policy Act. These constraints were
considered throughout the course of the study.

Flood Control Constraints

Opportunities to provide additional water conservation are limited by the flood control
requirements of Prado Dam. Plans were formulated to minimize impacting the authorized flood
control purpose. Therefore, the alternatives considered were those that had minimal impacts on
the frequency, duration, or severity of flooding downstream of Prado Dam. The preferred
alternative does not increase the risk of potential dam failure.

Storage Capacity

Evaluation of any-additional measures and/or controls for the dam and appurtenant structures
beyond those required for flood control must take place when considering temporary reservoir
storage for water conservation. The adequacy of the embankment while operating under water
conservation storage scenarios requires seismic and geotechnical review, and this information
will be used in the certification of the dam for temporary water conservation storage.



2.5.2 Project-Specific Constraints

Constraints specific to Prado Basin are identified below. These constraints place limitations on
the proposed water conservation potential. The constraints include flood control issues,
environmental resources, maintenance, and economics.

Flood Control

Alternatives that result in a significant increase in frequency, duration, or severity of flooding
downstream from Prado Dam in urban Orange County or within the upper reaches of Prado
Basin were considered. The 1987-1988 Reconnaissance Study determined that expanding the
seasonal water conservation pool to above 505 ft (153.9 m) NGVD would increase the duration
of flooding in the upper reaches of Prado Basin, thereby raising project costs. Additional
flooding easements would be required for seasonal water conservation above elevation 505 ft

(153.9 m) NGVD.

Environmental Issues

The endangered least Bell’s vireo uses the fringe habitat surrounding the existing water
conservation pool, currently extending to elevation 505 ft NGVD, for nesting and rearing young
during the period from mid-March to late summer. Raising the water conservation pool
elevation above 505 ft NGVD would flood this fringe habitat during the spring. Increasing the
water conservation pool elevation in phases could allow for the creation of new fringe habitat
without inundation of the current available habitat.

Economics

Maintenance within the reservoir is typically conducted during July through early October,
which is usually the lowest runoff period. Seasonal water conservation programs normally end
on September 30 annually, to allow a sufficient opportunity for reservoir maintenance to take
place. NED benefits must exceed costs from re-operation for the Federal government to
recommend and/or participate in a plan to increase water conservation at the reservoir.
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3 STUDY AREA DESCRIPTION

The study area is defined as Prado Dam and Reservoir, the downstream spreading grounds, and
the Santa Ana River downstream of Prado Dam. The extended study area is defined as the
OCWD present and future service area. OCWD owns all rights, title, and interest in any and all
waters flowing in the Santa Ana River into Prado Dam. Water conserved at Prado Dam would
be used to replenish the lower Santa Ana groundwater basin, thereby reducing the need to use
more expensive water from other sources. Prado Dam and Reservoir lie on the Santa Ana River
at the head of Santa Ana Canyon 3 miles (4.8 km) upstream from Orange County and within
both Riverside and San Bernardino Counties. The cities of Norco and Corona border the Prado
Reservoir’s east edge, and the City Chino borders the northern edge. The OCWD spreading
grounds are situated on and adjacent to the Santa Ana River, approximately 6 miles (9.7 km)
downstream from Prado Dam, within Orange County.

3.1 Drainage Basin Description

The Santa Ana River is the largest river system in southern California. The river’s watershed
basin is 2,450 square miles (6,345 km?) in area, excluding a closed area of 32-square-mile
tributary to Baldwin Lake and 10-square-mile tributary to Perris Reservoir (see figure 3-1).
Upstream of Prado Dam are 2,250 square miles (5,827 km?) of the watershed. The river
originates in the San Bernardino Mountains approximately 80 miles (128.7 km) inland from the
Pacific Ocean. Approximately 23 percent of the basin lies within the rugged San Gabriel and
San Bernardino Mountains, 9 percent within the San Jacinto Mountains, and 5 percent within the
Santa Ana Mountains. Most of the remaining area consists of lower-sloped valleys formed by a
series of broad alluvial fan surfaces that abut the base of the mountain front. Numerous low
foothills also rise above the alluvial fan surfaces.

Several tributary streams ‘enter the Santa Ana River and the reservoir, including Temescal Wash,
Cucamonga Creek, and Chino Creek. Precipitation is primarily during December through April,
with a long, dry season generally from May through October. Precipitation is from both general
storms and thunderstorms. Most of the streams in the basin are ephemeral with appreciable flow
occurring only in response to heavy rainfall. Urban runoff, sewage plant effluent, imported flow,
and naturally rising groundwater create a perennial flow from Riverside to Prado Dam and
downstream through the Santa Ana Canyon to a set of recharge basins. Most low flow is
intercepted at the recharge basins leaving the lower channel dry except during occasional periods
of tributary storm flow and controlled releases from Prado, Villa Park, or Carbon Canyon Dams.



3.2 Prado Dam and Reservoir

Prado Dam and Reservoir are located on the Santa Ana River adjacent to the junction of the
Riverside Freeway (Route 91) and the Corona Expressway (Route 71) at the eastern end of the
Chino Hills. Prado Dam, which is approximately 31 miles upstream from the mouth of the Santa
Ana River at the Pacific Ocean, was constructed in 1941. The Dam is operated and maintained
by the Corps and controls a drainage area of 2,250 square miles (5,827 km?).

The Phase II GDM for Prado Dam lays out the configuration that the dam will have upon
implementation of the Santa Ana River Mainstem Project, as authorized by the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986. The GDM layout includes raising the existing earthfill embankment
28.4 ft (8.66 m) to elevation 594.4 ft (181.2 m) NGVD, rising 124 ft (37.8 m) above the
streambed, with a crest length of 3,050 ft (929.6 m). The spillway crest will be raised 20 ft

(6.1 m) to elevation 563 ft (171.6 m) and the boundaries of the reservoir basin will increase from
elevation 556 ft (169.5 m) NGVD to elevation 566 ft (172.5 m) NGVD. The reservoir formed by
the dam will hold approximately 351,700 AF (433.8 million m®) of water at spillway crest (1988
survey), covering approximately 10,300 acres (4,168.3 hectares) of land. The reservoir outlet sill
will be at elevation 470.0 ft (143.3 m) NGVD (the streambed elevation), and the peak controlled
outflow will be 30,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) (849.5 m°>/second). The Debris Pool will be at
elevation 490 ft (149.4 m) NGVD. The 2002 conditions for Reservoir Design Flood and Spill-
way Design Flood (Probable Maximum Flood) peak discharges at the dam site are 282,000 cfs
(7,985.4 m3/sec) and 670,000 cfs (18,972.3 m’/sec), respectively.

The valley portion of the watershed above Prado Dam is rapidly urbanizing, resulting in the
increase of average annual runoff. The extent of urbanization was not fully anticipated in the
design of Prado Dam. This increased urbanization led the Corps to determine in 1975 that the
reservoir does not provide protection from floods larger than a 70-year event. Thus the existing
Prado Dam, as evaluated-under 1988 conditions, does not provide the required flood protection
and the modifications described in the above paragraph have been deemed necessary and
authorized for implementation by Congress.

3.3 Lower Santa Ana River Basin from Prado Dam to the Pacific Ocean

Two major flood control dams are located in the Santa Ana River Basin below Prado Dam:
Carbon Canyon Dam and Villa Park Dam. Carbon Canyon Dam, located on Carbon Canyon
Creek, was built by the Corps in1961. Villa Park Dam was completed by the Orange County
Flood Control District in January 1963. Other existing flood control improvements have been
constructed by local interests. The principal existing water conservation improvements are
spreading grounds in and along the Santa Ana River, the Burris Pit and Bond Pit recharge basins,
Villa Park Dam and Reservoir, and Santiago Dam and Irvine Lake.



The without-project condition is defined as the baseline condition that will be the basis against
which the proposed alternatives are measured to identify impacts, avoidance measures,
mitigation, and benefits. The without-project condition is assessed in terms of the present
(existing) and future conditions. The without-project condition assumes that the currently
authorized water conservation operation of Prado Dam is unchanged.
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4 PLANFORMULATION

Plan formulation is the process by which alternative plans are created to address specific
planning objectives. Plan formulation typically begins with the identification of measures, the
building blocks from which alternative plans are created. After alternative plans are created,
they might be reformulated to make them more effective, efficient, reliable, or acceptable.

4.1 Planning Objectives

The National Objective (Section 2.1) is a general statement and not specific enough for direct use
in plan formulation. Planning objectives are directly related to identifying the problems and
opportunities, and represent desired positive changes in the Without-Project Condition.

The general planning objective for the Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study is to
increase the amount of water that is delivered to OCWD’s groundwater basins. This can be
accomplished by storing the local storm runoff and releasing the water at a slower rate depending
on the inflow capability of the recharge facilities. Water conservation practices such as this
would reduce the amount of water that is lost to the ocean, and increase the local water supplies.
Impacts to existing environmental resources must be considered, and when impacts are
unavoidable, mitigation measures must be proposed.

4.2 Alternative Plans

4.2.1 Alternatives from Reconnaissance Study

The reconnaissance phase of the present water conservation study commenced in 1994 and
culminated in a 1996 Re¢onnaissance Report. The Report included 15 alternatives, some of
which had maximum permissible non-flood season water surface elevations up to 512 ft NGVD
(156.1 m), since the Corps, from the Review of Prado Dam Operation for Water Conservation
and Environmental Impact Statement (October 1992) study, had the authority to consider a

514 ft (153.9 m) NGVD maximum water surface elevation. The alternatives considered in the
1996 Reconnaissance Report are listed in Table 4-1.



Table 4-1 Alternatives Contained in 1996 Reconnaissance Report

Maximum Flood Season Water Maximum Non-Flood Season
Surface Elevation (feet) Water Surface Elevation (feet)

498 498

494 505

498 505

499 505

500 505

501 505

502 505

503 505

504 505

505 505

508 508

498 512

508 512
Santa Ana River Polishing Ponds
Peripheral Water Conservation Holding Ponds between Elevations
556 and 566 feet.

4.2.2 Alternatives Selected for Feasibility Study

During the course of the feasibility study, 10 of the original 15 alternatives were eliminated from
further consideration because they were not feasible due to having prohibitively low benefit/cost
ratios, leaving five stand alone alternatives. The alternatives that were dropped, along with the
justification for being eliminated, were the following:

e Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 498 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 512 ft.

This alternative was dropped as there was no desire to increase elevation of the Seasonal Pool
above the current 505 feet.

e Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 508 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 512 ft

This alternative was dropped as there was no desire to increase elevation of the Seasonal Pool
above the current 505 feet.

e Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 498 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 498 ft
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This alternative was dropped as there was no desire to decrease elevation of the Seasonal Pool
below the current 505 feet.

e Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 499 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
This alternative was dropped as the additional mitigation required to achieve the incremental

increase in water stored compared to Alternative 2 was not considered acceptable to OCWD.

o Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 501 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
This alternative was dropped as the additional mitigation required to achieve the incremental
increase in water stored compared to Alternative 3 was not considered acceptable to OCWD.

e Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 502 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
This alternative was dropped as the additional mitigation required to achieve the incremental
increase in water stored compared to Alternative 3 was not considered acceptable to OCWD.

e Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 503 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
This alternative was dropped as the additional mitigation required to achieve the incremental
difference in water stored compared to Alternative 4 was not considered acceptable to OCWD.

e Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 504 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
This alternative was dropped as the additional mitigation required to achieve the incremental

difference in water stored compared to Alternative 4 was not considered acceptable to OCWD.

e Santa Ana River Polishing Ponds
This alternative was dropped as it would have required extensive construction within the lower

elevations of the basin between elevations 500 and 530 feet.

° Peripheral Water Conservation Holding Ponds (Between Elevations 556 and 566 ft.)

This alternative was dropped as it required OCWD to purchase extensive farm lands above the
existing flood pool, and complete extensive construction to create storage ponds.

The five remaining alternatives were selected principally on the basis that, for each, the reservoir
water surface elevation could be drawn down to 490 feet (Debris Pool) within 24 hours without
significant damage downstream and resultant environmental mitigation.

4.3 Screening Alternatives

The previous draft feasibility report contained ten proposed alternatives (Nos. 1, 13, 2, 3,4, 5, 6,
7, 8, and 9). Five of these alternatives (Nos. 1a, 6, 7, 8, and 9) were designated as “pre-
construction” alternatives because they were intended for implementation prior to completion of



the outlet works and downstream channel improvements only. Three of these alternatives (Nos.
3, 4 and 5) were designated as “post-construction” alternatives because they could only be
implemented after completion of the outlet works and downstream channel improvements. One
alternative (No. 2 — the preferred alternative) can be implemented both prior to and after the
completion of the outlet works and downstream channel improvements. The economic analysis
of alternatives requires the same 50-year time frame to be used for, analyzing all the alternatives,
therefore, it was necessary to consider these “pre- construction” alternatives as commencing at
the same date as those alternatives that could not be implemented prior to construction.

4.4 Reformulation of Alternatives

The final array of alternatives is described in the following paragraphs. Reference Figure 1-1 for
areas within the Prado Flood Control Basin affected by the elevations cited.

4.4.1 Alternative 1: Flood Season Water Conservation to Elevation 494.0 ft, plus Non-flood
Season Water Conservation to Elevation 505.0 ft (Without-Project Condition).

This is the existing operation at Prado Dam. When inflow to Prado Dam is greater than the
percolation capacity of the downstream spreading grounds, the existing Debris Pool (elevation
490.0 ft) is utilized for water conservation anytime during the year. The existing operation
schedule calls for controlled releases up to 600 cfs until the reservoir reaches elevation 490.0 ft.

During the flood season, encroachment into the Flood Control Pool up to elevation 494.0 ft (top
of buffer pool) is allowed for water conservation purposes when weather conditions are
favorable. When the threat of unfavorable weather is forecast, the reservoir is drawn down to the
Debris Pool (if necessary) to accommodate the anticipated inflow volume from the storm(s) to
ensure there is storage available for flood control operations.

During the non-flood season, water can be held up to elevation 505.0 ft (top of Seasonal Pool)
for water conservation purposes. Beginning March 1 and continuing to March 10, the maximum
allowable water surface elevation for conservation is linearly increased from elevation 494.0 ft to
elevation 505.0 ft. The pool may be maintained as high as elevation 505.0 ft until September 30.
However, if maintenance is required, the reservoir must be evacuated before September 1. If
summer flood runoff occurs in September, the dam can be operated for water conservation up to
elevation 505.0 ft, provided that the impoundment does not interfere with maintenance

requirements.

Releases from Prado Dam during water conservation operations, will be based on the estimated
rate that the downstream spreading channel can percolate. If hydrologic forecasts and reservoir
conditions indicate that the water surface elevation will exceed elevation 505.0 ft, water control
personnel at the Corps’ Reservoir Operations Center (ROC) will match inflow with outflow.
Above elevation 505.0 ft, the reservoir is put in full flood-control mode; and outflows can be
made up to the downstream channel capacity of the Santa Ana River.
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4.4.2 Alternative 2: Flood Season Water Conservation to Elevation 498.0 ft, plus Non-flood
Season Water Conservation to Elevation 505.0 ft.

When inflow to Prado Dam is greater than the percolation capacity of the downstream spreading
grounds, the existing Debris Pool (elevation 490.0 ft) is utilized for water conservation anytime
during the year. The existing operation schedule calls for controlled releases up to 600 cfs until
the reservoir reaches elevation 490.0 ft.

During the flood season, encroachment into the Flood Control Pool up to elevation 498.0 ft (top
of buffer pool) is allowed for water conservation purposes when weather conditions are
favorable. When the threat of unfavorable weather is forecast, the reservoir will be drawn down
to the Debris Pool (if necessary) to accommodate the anticipated inflow volume from the
storm(s) to ensure there is storage available for flood control operations.

During the non-flood season, water can be held up to elevation 505.0 ft (top of Seasonal Pool)
for water conservation purposes. Beginning March 1, the maximum allowable water surface
elevation for conservation is linearly increased from elevation 498.0 ft to elevation 505.0 ft on
March 10. The pool may be maintained as high as elevation 505.0 ft until September 30.
However, if maintenance is required, the reservoir must be evacuated before September 1. If
summer flood runoff occurs in September, the dam can be operated for water conservation up to
elevation 505.0 ft, provided that the impoundment does not interfere with maintenance
requirements.

Releases from Prado Dam, during water conservation operations, will be based on the estimated
rate that the downstream spreading channel can percolate. If hydrologic forecasts and reservoir
conditions indicate that the water surface elevation will exceed elevation 505.0 ft, the water
control personnel at the ROC will match inflow with outflow. Above elevation 505.0 ft, the
reservoir is put in full flood-control mode; and outflows can be made up to the downstream
channel capacity of the Santa Ana River.

4.4.3 Alternative 3: Flood Season Water Conservation to Elevation 500.0 ft, plus Non-flood
Season Water Conservation to Elevation 505.0 ft.

When inflow to Prado Dam is greater than the percolation capacity of the downstream spreading
grounds, the existing Debris Pool (elevation 490.0 ft) for water conservation is utilized anytime
during the year. The existing operation schedule calls for controlled releases up to 600 cfs until
the reservoir reaches elevation 490.0 ft.

During the flood season, encroachment into the flood-control pool up to elevation 500.0 ft (top
of buffer pool) is allowed for water conservation purposes when weather conditions are
favorable. When the threat of unfavorable weather is forecast, the reservoir will be drawn down
to the Debris Pool (if necessary) to accommodate the anticipated inflow volume from the
storm(s) to ensure there is storage available for flood control operations.
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During the non-flood season, water can be held up to elevation 505.0 ft (top of Seasonal Pool)
for water conservation purposes. Beginning March 1, the maximum allowable water surface
elevation for conservation is linearly increased from elevation 500.0 ft to elevation 505.0 ft on
March 10. The pool may be maintained as high as elevation 505.0 ft until September 30.
However, if maintenance is required, the reservoir must be evacuated before September 1. If
summer flood runoff occurs in September, the dam can be operated for water conservation up to
elevation 505.0 ft, provided that the impoundment does not interfere with maintenance

requirements.

Releases from Prado Dam, during water conservation operations, will be based on the estimated
rate that the downstream spreading channel can percolate. If hydrologic forecasts and reservoir
conditions indicate that the water surface elevation will exceed elevation 505.0 ft, the water
control personnel at the ROC will match inflow with outflow. Above elevation 505.0 ft, the
reservoir is put in full flood-control mode; and outflows can be made up to the downstream
channel capacity of the Santa Ana River.

4.4.4 Alternative 4: Water Conservation to Elevation 505.0 ft Year-Round.

When inflow to Prado Dam is greater than the percolation capacity of the downstream spreading
grounds, the existing Debris Pool (elevation 490.0 ft) is utilized for water conservation anytime
during the year. The existing operation schedule calls for controlled releases up to 600 cfs until
the reservoir reaches elevation 490.0 fi.

During the flood season, encroachment into the flood-control pool up to elevation 505.0 ft (top
of buffer pool) is allowed for water conservation purposes when weather conditions are
favorable. When the threat of unfavorable weather is forecast, the reservoir will be drawn down
to the Debris Pool (if necessary) to accommodate the anticipated inflow volume from the
storm(s) to ensure there is storage available for flood control operations.

During the non-flood season, water can also be held up to elevation 505.0 ft (top of Seasonal
Pool) for water conservation purposes. The pool may be maintained as high as elevation 505.0 ft
until September 30. However, if maintenance is required, the reservoir must be evacuated before
September 1. If summer flood runoff occurs in September, the dam can be operated for water
conservation up to elevation 505.0 ft, provided that the impoundment does not interfere with

maintenance requirements.

Releases from Prado Dam, during water conservation operations, will be based on the estimated
rate that the downstream spreading channel can percolate. If hydrologic forecasts and reservoir
conditions indicate that the water surface elevation will exceed elevation 505.0 fi, the water
control personnel at the ROC will match inflow with outflow. Above elevation 505.0 ft, the
reservoir is put in full flood-control mode; and outflows can be made up to the downstream
channel capacity of the Santa Ana River.
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4.4.5 Alternative 5: Water Conservation to Elevation 508.0 ft Year-Round.

When inflow to Prado Dam is greater than the percolation capacity of the downstream spreading
grounds, the existing Debris Pool (elevation 490.0 ft) for water conservation is utilized anytime
during the year. The existing operation schedule calls for controlled releases up to 600 cfs until
the reservoir reaches elevation 490.0 fi.

During the flood season, encroachment into the flood-control Pool up to elevation 508.0 ft (top
of buffer pool) for water conservation purposes is allowed when weather conditions are
favorable. When the threat of unfavorable weather is forecast, the reservoir will be drawn down
to the Debris Pool (if necessary) to accommodate the anticipated inflow volume from the
storm(s) to ensure there is storage available for flood control operations.

During the non-flood season, water can also be held up to elevation 508.0 ft (top of Seasonal
Pool) for water conservation purposes. The pool may be maintained as high as elevation 508.0 ft
until September 30. However, if maintenance is required, the reservoir must be evacuated before
September 1. If summer flood runoff occurs in September, the dam can be operated for water
conservation up to elevation 508.0 ft, provided that the impoundment does not interfere with
maintenance requirements.

Releases from Prado Dam, during water conservation operations, will be based on the estimated
rate that the downstream spreading channel can percolate. If hydrologic forecasts and reservoir
conditions indicate that the water surface elevation will exceed elevation 508.0 ft, the water
control personnel at the ROC will match inflow with outflow. Above elevation 508.0 ft, the
reservoir is put in full flood-control mode; and outflows can be made up to the downstream
channel capacity of the Santa Ana River.

4.5 Evaluation of Final Array of Alternatives

The alternatives described in section 4.4 are evaluated on how well they meet the following
criteria:

(1) Feasibility of implenienting the required modifications to the dam,

(2) Demonstration of Federal interest based on economic and environmental criteria,

(3) Support of OCWD

(4) Consistency with policies and budgetary priorities.

Detailed engineering, economic, environmental, and real estate analyses were performed in order
to identify the required dam modifications, costs of modifications, real estate requirements, and
the benefits resulting from water conservation yields of the various alternatives. The following
sections summarize information from the technical reports and the EIS/EIR.

4.5.1 Hydrology
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4.5.1.1 Flood Control

Formal incorporation of water conservation into the water control plan for Prado Dam must
address the impact on the level of flood protection afforded by a proposed change in project
operation. In this instance, all the alternatives can be implemented without a significant
reduction of flood protection downstream. The reasons are as follows:

e From a design storm standpoint, Prado Dam can pass the reservoir design flood (RDF)
under present conditions without exceeding the spillway crest for all five alternatives.

e For future conditions, the RDF does not induce spillway flow; however, the maximum
water surface elevation is about 2.5 to 3 ft higher than under present conditions.

e Even with no advanced warning of an RDF at Prado Dam, the reservoir can still provide
RDF protection for all five alternatives under present and future conditions.

From a discharge-frequency standpoint, the level of protection under present, interim, and future
conditions does not change significantly from Alternative 1 (without-project condition) to
Alternative 5 (highest elevation of buffer pool). The difference in maximum water surface
elevation between Alternative 1 and Alternative S is only about 1 to 1.5 ft for floods in the 100-
to 500-year range for both present and future conditions.

More detailed descriptions of how flood control impacts were evaluated are provided in the
Hydrology and Hydraulics Report. Table 66 of the Hydrology and Hydraulics Report provides
the frequency of spill at Prado Dam for all alternatives.

4.5.1.2 Duration and Frequency of Inundation

Duration of inundation is an important hydrologic parameter in this study. Each water
conservation alternative will increase the duration of inundation at any given elevation up to
elevation 505 ft. As the probability of a storm decreases (less frequent, larger storm event) the
duration of inundation increases. Both duration and frequency of inundation are important
parameters that help assess environmental and recreation impacts. Detailed inundation duration
tables and inundation-duration-frequency curves for all alternatives are in the Hydrology and

Hydraulics Report.

4.5.1.3 Water Cohservation Yields

Water conservation yield is calculated by the amount of water that OCWD can use in its
spreading basins. Under present conditions, the release rate from Prado Dam up to
approximately 500 cfs can be utilized by OCWD in its spreading grounds. The average annual
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inflow to Prado Dam for the representative period of record, present conditions, including base
flow and storm flows, is about 278,000 AF. The average annual flow from the local area
between Prado Dam and the spreading facilities is about 7,900 AF. Of the total flow of 286,000
AF, OCWD can save about 83 percent of that runoff under present conditions, with 48,000 AF of
water being lost to the Pacific Ocean.

Yields determined for the various alternatives at Prado Dam are presented in Table 4-2. The
water yields were obtained from a hydrologic evaluation of the watershed and hydraulic
evaluation of the facilities. For a description of how the data in Table 4-2 was obtained, refer to
the Hydrology and Hydraulics Report.

Table 4-2 Water Conservation Yields at Prado Dam

Alternative Condition Yield (Acre-Feet) Increase over Water “Lost”

Present Conditions | (Acre-Feet)

(Acre-Feet)

Alternative 1 | Present 238.000 0 48.000
Future 314.000 76.000 68,000
Alternative 2 Present 240,000 2.000 46.000
Future 318.000 80.000 64.000
Alternative 3 | Present 241.000 3.000 45,000
319.000 81.000 63,000
Alternative 4  Present 242.000 4.000 44.000
Future 322.000 : 84 000 60.000
Alternative 5 Present 244 000 £.000 42.000
Future 324,000 86.000 58.000

» Yield is the total volume of water delivered to the OCWD spreading grounds annually.

« Water "Lost" is the difference between the average annual flow in the Santa Ana River above the OCWD
spreading facilities minus the yield for the downstream spreading grounds.

« Present Conditions for Alternatives 1 to 5 are conditions for water year 2004 in the watershed with the Phase II
GDM design for Prado Dam in place.

» Future Conditions Alternatives 1 to 5 are for the year 2053. Urbanization adjustments were made to the daily
inflows to represent changes over the 50-year period of analysis. Future Conditions yields presented in this report
include the effects of sedimentation.

« Presented interim yields are at the beginning of the Interim Condition.

» For complete description of alternatives, see Section 4.7.

4.5.1.4 Impacts of Seven Oaks Dam on Prado Dam Yields

Runoff held at Seven Oaks Dam will not significantly affect the yields in Prado Reservoir.
Flows generated in the Seven Oaks sub-watershed and routed to Prado Dam are subject mainly
to channel percolation and evaporation losses. Based on estimated flow widths and wetted acres
for the average daily discharges between Seven Oaks Dam and E Street in San Bernardino
during the primary conservation period (March through May), and in conjunction with an
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estimated percolation loss of 1 cfs/day/wetted acre, flows reaching E Street are effectively
reduced by 50 percent. From E Street to Prado Dam, discharges generated from sewage effluent
continuously flow in the Santa Ana River commingling with the upper Santa Ana River
discharges. Discharges are again reduced by 50 percent for losses.

At the OCWD spreading facilities downstream from Prado Dam under present conditions, the
conservation operation at Prado Dam saves approximately 83 percent (238,000 AF out of
286,000 AF) of the flows with 17 percent (48,000 AF) “lost” to the ocean. Consequently, if
conservation operations are conducted at Seven Oaks Dam, the yield at Prado Dam will be
reduced by about 20 percent of the yield at Seven Oaks Dam for a given alternative. This
reduction in the yield would probably be made up out of the 17 percent “lost” to the ocean.
Estimates for water conservation yields at Seven Oaks are on the order of 2,500 to 5,000 AF per
year. Twenty percent would be about 500 to 1,000 AF per year, which is less than 1 percent of
the yield at the OCWD spreading facilities. These estimates indicate no significant impacts to
yields at Prado Dam.

4.5.1.5 Downstream Impacts

The original premise of this study was that water conservation would have no adverse impact on
the flood control function of the reservoir. To achieve this, the buffer pool must be evacuated
prior to any major flood event or partially evacuated for lesser events. Water that is being held in
the buffer pool awaiting recharge at the downstream spreading grounds is strictly a part of the
proposed water conservation operation. Mitigation for any and all damages to the downstream
channel caused by evacuation of the buffer pool in anticipation of a flood event is the
responsibility of OCWD.

During and after the January and February 1969 floods, Prado Dam was operated to limit the
discharges to a maximum of about 5,000 cfs after it was discovered that greater flows cause
damages downstream. There are no significant damages for releases less than 5,000 cfs in the
Santa Ana Canyon reach. There are some erosional damages to the Riverview Golf Course,
located about 21 miles downstream from Prado Dam, with releases from Prado less than
5,000 cfs.

The Santa Ana River Project (SARP) Phase Il GDM improvements to Prado Dam and the lower
Santa Ana River are designed to allow flood control releases up to 30,000 cfs without significant
damages. The Phase II channel improvements in the lower Santa Ana River have been completed
in Reaches 1 through 8 (Pacific Ocean to Weir Canyon Road). Reach 9 (Prado Dam to Weir
Canyon Road) is scheduled to be constructed in two phases. Phase I construction was initiated in
February 2003. Phase II design and construction has been delayed due to lack of funding,
however, there will be an attempt to start these activities in 2005.

Most of the damages in the downstream channel from releases exceeding 5,000 cfs occur in the
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Santa Ana Canyon reach of the Santa Ana River (Reach 9). This reach is about 7 miles long and
runs from Prado Dam to Weir Canyon Road. Reach 9 is mostly unimproved and even after Phase
11 modifications, will still sustain some damages, especially with higher releases. The Green
River Golf Course is located within the Santa Ana Canyon reach and is subject to inundation and
erosional damages.

As presented in Section 6.5 of the Hydrology and Hydraulics Report, the maximum discharge
required to evacuate the buffer pool in 24 hours for each alternative is listed below.

Altemative 1 2,500 cfs
Alternative 2 5,000 cfs
Alternative 3 7,400 cfs
Alternative 4 14,900 cfs
Alternative 5 25,900 cfs

Since the maximum release required to evacuate the buffer pool for alternatives 1 and 2 is 5,000
cfs or less, there would be no significant damages in the Santa Ana Canyon reach for these
alternatives. The total area of inundation for a flow of 5,000 cfs is 260 acres in the canyon area.
For flows of 7,400 cfs, 14,900 cfs, and 25,900 cfs, the total areas of inundation are 361 acres,
770 acres, and 915 acres, respectively. Average velocities though the canyon area range from

6.5 fps for a release of 5,000 cfs, to 7.4 fps for a release of 7,400 cfs, to 8.5 fps for a release of
14,900 cfs, and to 9.9 fps for a release of 25,900 cfs. Damages for alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 are
presented in the Economics Report.

The potentially large releases required to evacuate the buffer pool may impact the downstream
channel in two ways: an increase in frequency of inundation and an increase in frequency of
erosion. Since releases of the same magnitude required for flood control purposes would cause
the same damages, an effort was made to differentiate large releases attributed to water
conservation operation from those which would happen under flood control operations.

Average daily inflows for the representative period of record for Prado Dam were plotted on
time series graphs and evaluated on a water year-by-water year basis to determine if the buffer
pool for each water conservation alternative would have been evacuated ("dumped") assuming
the buffer pool had been approved and in place for the entire period. Consideration was given to
the status of the buffer pool (i.e., did it have water in it at the time of the event). The maximum
discharge required to evacuate the buffer pool for each alternative listed above was assigned for
each evacuation. Using this method does not completely account for false alarms or releases
based on partially-full pools. This approach is highly subjective, but the results are based on the
best engineering judgement of Corps engineers experienced with the flood season operation of
Prado Dam and is considered a "worst case" scenario that is used as a basis for determining
environmental impacts. This subjective evaluation was performed with the buffer pool for all
five Alternatives. The number of "dumps"” per water year and a summary for each alternative are
summarized in Table 67 of the Hydrology and Hydraulics Report. Since the buffer pools for
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Alternatives 1 and 2 can be evacuated in less than 24 hours at maximum discharges less than
5,000 cfs, the estimated number of "dumps" is the same.

The frequency of releases attributed to flood control was determined using the outflow-
frequency curves shown on Plate 33 of the Hydrology and Hydraulics Report. The With-Existing
Outlets curve is from the 1994 Water Control Manual for Prado Dam. The With-Phase 11 GDM
Outlets curve is from Table 7-9 of DM No. 1, Volume 7, Phase Il GDM on the Santa Ana River;
for Post-Construction Present Conditions. Results are shown in Table 68 of the Hydrology and
Hydraulics Report.

The frequency of releases attributed to both water conservation and flood control was converted
to frequency of occurrence in the 50-year period of economic analysis by dividing the outflow-
frequency by 50 for each alternative. These results are shown in Table 69 of the Hydrology and
Hydraulics Report. Finally, the maximum releases in each of the 50 years are summarized in
Table 70 of the Hydrology and Hydraulics Report.

4.5.1.6 Operation and Maintenance

As per the recommended plan, the current operation plan for Prado Dam will be modified to
allow the outlet gates to be set to maximize water conservation at the downstream spreading
facilities when the water surface behind the dam is below the designated buffer pool or Seasonal
Pool elevation. A conceptual plan has been developed and is described in the Hydrology and
Hydraulics Appendix, Sections 6 and 8. Under the conceptual plan, the Corps’ ROC, will have
full discretion over when the reservoir will be placed in water conservation mode. The
determination will be made based on water surface elevation, inflow to the dam, and
meteorological forecasts. Gate changes will be performed by the Corps dam tender. When
favorable conditions exist, personnel from OCWD will estimate the current infiltration capacity
at the spreading grounds and request a release rate from Prado Dam. If weather conditions
change or the water surface exceeds a certain elevation, the operation will switch to Debris Pool,
buffer pool, Flood Control, or Seasonal Pool operation depending on impending weather
forecasts and anticipated runoff. Releases from Prado Dam during the non-flood season while
the reservoir is in Seasonal Pool operation will be made so as to maintain a 500 cfs running
average, as required, to minimize environmental impacts.

Several factors, in addition to environmental impacts, weather conditions and inflow forecasting,
may affect the water conservation operation at Prado Dam including: maintenance of the outlet
gates or downstream channel; any other required maintenance; condition of the water itself
(turbidity, debris); and condition of the downstream spreading facilities.

Maintenance of the operations area is performed by the Corps. Maintenance of the recreational
facilities is performed by San Bernardino and Riverside Counties under supervision and approval
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of the Corps. Accumulated sediment and debris within the basin area is removed by the Corps
(or Corps contractor) to assure the proper flood control function of the dam.

Presently the trap efficiency of sediment at Prado Dam is over 97%. With the addition of an
increased Buffer and/or Seasonal Pools at Prado Dam, sediment accumulation would be
insignificantly increased. Removal of sediment and debris from the reservoir that is directly
attributable to water conservation operations is the responsibility of OCWD. Coordination with
OCWD is a requisite for water conservation operations. This coordination in the reservoir
operation will allow for the highest volume of captured flows for recharge. It should be noted
that if multiple daily adjustments of gate settings are required, after-hour adjustments, or
weekend and/or holiday gate changes are requested, additional Corps manpower will be needed
and funding from OCWD will be required to cover these costs.

4.5.2 Hydraulics

Hydraulic Analysis included the potential for additional sediment to deposit behind Prado Dam.
Evaluation of'existing sediment deposition behind Prado Dam indicates that the deposition rate
of 700 AF per year used in this report for existing condition is conservative. Historical data for
the last 48 years indicates that the average deposition was about 580 AF per year.

Future sediment depositions will be based on sediment inflow and the reservoir’s trap efficiency.
Table 4-3 shows the results of sediment deposition evaluation for the five alternatives. As shown
in the table, the trap efficiency increases slightly as a result of the increase in the water
conservation pool elevation due to the increase in detention time and reduction of the flow
velocity associated with the increase in the mean operating level. Detailed analysis is located in
the Hydrology and Hydraulics Appendices.

Table 4-3. Average Annual Sediment Deposition Rates for with-Project Conditions

Average Annusl Sediment | Average Trap Efficiency | Average Annual Sediment

Inflow (percent) Deposition
(AF/yr) (AF/yr)

1 720 97.1 700

2 720 97.6 703

3 720 97.8 705

4 720 98.2 707

5 720 98.4 709
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4.5.3 Civil Design

No additional changes are proposed for the with-project alternatives beyond those that are being
implemented by the Corps as described in the Phase II GDM for Prado Dam. The water
conservation operation assumes that the design has been constructed for the alternatives.

Modifications to Prado Dam are scheduled in three phases. Phase I consists of construction of
the new outlets and raising the dam embankment. Construction on the outlets and embankment
commenced in 2003. The total time for construction of the outlets and embankment will be
about 3 1/2 years. At the start of construction, a cofferdam was built to protect the construction
area. The base of the cofferdam is at 505 ft elevation (approximate) and the top at about
elevation 525 ft. After completion of the new outlet works, the cofferdam will be removed and
excavation of the approach channel will commence. Simultaneously, work on demobilization of
the original outlet works is expected to commence. During this period, the reservoir will need to
be dry and water conservation activities will need to be suspended. Phase II includes
construction of the interior dikes and auxiliary dike. Phase III involves raising the spillway. The
schedule is not set and will change as Congress appropriates funding.

Due to the phasing of the construction described above, an interim condition has been
incorporated into the study. The interim condition occurs for 4 years and assumes that the outlet,
embankment, and downstream channel from the Phase I GDM are constructed. The interim
condition ends when all the improvements are completed. The Phase II GDM improvements to
the dam consist of raising the spillway crest, raising the top of the dam, a new gated outlet
structure, dikes, and improvements to the downstream channel. These improvements are
described in detail in the Civil Design Appendix to this report.

The Phase Il GDM improvements are part of the Santa Ana River Mainstem Project (SARMP).
The SARMP also includes improvements to the river channel downstream of Prado Dam. The
channel improvements to the lower Santa Ana River have been completed in Reaches 1 through
8 (Pacific Ocean up to Weir Canyon Road). Reach 9 (Prado Dam down to Weir Canyon Road),
Phase 1 construction started in 2003; Reach 9, Phase 2 design and construction is scheduled to
start in 2005, pending acquisition of funding.

4.5.4 Spreading Facilities

Based on meetings with OCWD staff, there are no plans in the near future to increase the area of
the existing spreading grounds or acquire additional land for spreading. While the increased
spreading area would increase the long-term infiltration capacity, it should be the same for all
alternatives and would not significantly affect the incremental yield for each alternative pool
level. The County or OCWD may increase the volume of imported water spread at their
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facilities; however, this is normally done during drier periods when surface water is not available
for spreading.

4.5.5 Climate

Significant climatic changes are not predicted for the period of evaluation for this project. It is
assumed that climatic patterns, especially precipitation, will remain similar to those historically
experienced, and established forecasting methods can be used to assist in operation of the dam.

4.5.6 Geotechnical (Geology and Soils)

Prado Dam is situated at the southwestern comer of the Upper Santa Ana Valley, a broad inland
alluvial plain that is part of the larger South Coastal Basin of southern California. Elevations in
the Upper Santa Ana Valley range from about 470 feet at Prado Dam to over 11,000 feet in the
San Bernardino Mountains. The dam is located at the eastern tip of the Chino Hills at the head
of Santa Ana Canyon. These hills are composed of Tertiary sediments of the Puente Formation.
These sediments consist of poorly consolidated sandstone with hard siltstone and shale interbeds
and scattered lenses of conglomerate. The Chino Hills and the Puente Hills to the northwest are
a structural unit that has been uplifted between the Whittier fault, which forms the southwest
margin, and the Chino fault which forms the east margin of these hills. Uplift of the region has
occurred during the past 2 to 3 million years (Quaternary time) and has deformed the Puente
Formation with extensive warping and faulting. Between the Whittier and Chino faults,
numerous minor bedrock faults exist.

The abutments, spillway and outlet works are founded on the same Puente Formation exposed in
the Chino Hills. At the dam, the formation strikes near parallel with the dam and dips 65 to 70
degrees upstream. Holocene (Recent) alluvial materials occur in the Santa Ana River channel,
the reservoir floor, and other active watercourses. These deposits reach a known maximum
thickness of 90 feet under the embankment and consist of saturated sands with lenses of silt,
gravel, and clay. In general, the alluvium becomes coarser with depth. Older alluvial deposits
consist of terraces and other deposits occurring at elevations above the Recent alluvium. At the
dam, older alluvium caps the high ground between the dam and spillway and occurs in the
spillway approach and beyond the spillway to the southeast. The older alluvium includes a thick,
basal, sand and gravel unit that is overlain by a thin and discontinuous fine-grained sand and silt
deposit. The older alluvial sediments range from 10 to 70 feet thick and average about 50 feet
thick at the left abutment of the dam. The Santa Ana River is a perennial stream at the dam and
generally intermittent upstream and downstream of the dam. The groundwater rise is due to the
bedrock narrows at the dam site and is accentuated by the sheet piling cutoff beneath the
embankment.

The materials in the reservoir basin are predominantly alluvial floodplain deposits of the Santa

Ana River, Chino Creek and Cucamonga Creek. Locally, older terrace deposits and shallow
bedrock of the Perris block are exposed. Portions of the Prado Basin, have been mapped as
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prime farmland or statewide important farmland. In addition, the United States Department of
Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service (USDA, NRCS) has rated the soils of the
area for recreation uses. Soils within the basin have recreational limitations that have been rated
as Slight to Moderate, with a small portion rated as Severe. A Slight rating means the soil has
few, if any limitations for the specified use. A Severe rating means the soil has one or more
properties that seriously limit its use.

In southern California, the prominent San Andreas fault can be considered as a boundary line in
which the land west of it is drifting north relative to the east side. This drift builds up stresses
throughout the region that are eventually relieved by movement along the San Andreas and other
faults. Prado Dam is located at the juncture of three of these other faults, the Whittier, Elsinore,
and Chino faults. The Whittier-Elsinore fault zone is a northwest trending structure extending
from the Coyote Mountains in the south to Whittier Narrows in the north. The fault zone
separates into the Chino and Whittier faults near Corona. The San Andreas fault zone, the most
dominant seismotectonic structure in California, is located approximately 27 miles (44 km) from
the dam. Significant surface fault rupture beneath the dam during the design life would be
remote due to-the apparent absence of major faulting beneath existing structures and the relative
inactivity of the northern segments of the Elsinore fault zone. The results of a 1996 re-valuation
of the seismic design parameters for Prado Dam by Dr. 1. M. Idriss and the earthquake
liquefaction potential are presented in the Geotechnical Appendix to this report.

4.5.7 Real Estate (Land Use)
Acreage, Estate, and Ownerships

The property to be affected by the proposed project is already owned by the Corps or OCWD; as
a result, no estates are required for the proposed project. The acreage of land that would be
flooded depends on the chosen alternative. Table 4-4 shows the amount of acreage per
alternative.

it

Table 4-4. Summary of Acres Flooded by Alternatives (in Acres)

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 | Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternative 5

Total Acres Inundated

Oct. 1 to Feb. 28 1,139.146 1,492.979 1,685.664 2,131.606* 2.579.820*

Mar. 1 to Aug. 31 2,131.606 2,131.606 2,131.606 -— —
OCWD-Owned

Oct. 1 to Feb. 28 368.864 466914 540.244 731.735% 933.775*

Mar. 1 to Aug. 31 731.735 731.735 731.735 — -
Corps -Owned

Oct. 1 to Feb. 28 770.282 1,026.065 1,145.420 1,399.871* 1,646.045

Mar. 1 to Aug. 31 1,399.871 1,399.871 1,399.871 — -—

*Year-Round
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Leases and subleases within the Prado Basin that would be affected by the proposed project are
described in the Real Estate Appendix. The affected leases contain provisions allowing the
Corps to inundate the leased lands. There are no relocations of homes required, no minerals and
no relocations of facilities or utilities.

HTRW Sites

No HTRW sites are located within the project area. There are, however, potential environmental
concerns, as summarized in the HTRW Study prepared as part of the Prado Basin Water
Conservation Feasibility Study for Orange County Water District (June 1998). The HTRW
study recommended several actions to safeguard the area and prevent any of the environmental
concerns from becoming HTRW sites. None of these recommendations affected the value of the
land or the findings in the Real Estate Appendix.

4.5.8 Biological Resources

Alternative 1 (the no action alternative) has no increased impacts on biological resources.
However, Alternatives 2 through 5 impact biological resources in a variety of ways. The
following sections discuss the impacts to critical and sensitive habitats, and to sensitive and non-
sensitive wildlife. The EIS/EIR gives a complete description of the impacts and mitigation
measures associated with water conservation at Prado Dam.

Within the basin, the environmental consequences of storing more water behind Prado Dam for
water conservation are primarily the result of alterations in the amounts and distribution of
riparian vegetation types in the basin, and in the spring, the potential flooding of least Bell’s
vireo nests following a major storm event late in the season. Downstream of Prado Dam, the
environmental consequences are mostly due to increased frequency of higher flow releases as a
result of increased water conservation.

4.5.8.1 Environmental Consequences Upstream of Prado Dam
Impacts to Critical and Sensitive Habitats

The predominant vegetation type in the basin between elevations 494 and 508 ft is willow
woodland (approximately 920 acres), which is a major component of least Bell’s vireo and
southwestern willow flycatcher critical habitat. An important part of the critical habitat for these
bird species is the understory vegetation that develops along the edges of the mature willow
woodland and along the banks of stream channels. Any overall reduction in the amount of
understory vegetation may have a significant adverse effect on the breeding success of these two

species.

Under Alternative 1, no additional direct impacts on least Bell’s vireo or southwestern willow
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flycatcher critical habitat would result due to the existing operations, which are to keep the water
conservation pool levels in the reservoir at or below elevation 494 ft during flood season and at
or below elevation 505 ft in the non-flood season.

Willow woodland, riparian scrub, and freshwater marsh plant associations in the Basin are
considered sensitive vegetation types. Willow woodland and riparian scrub are important
components of the least Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow flycatcher critical habitat. They
are also an important component of breeding habitat for the State Endangered Species, the
western yellow-billed cuckoo, and two California Species of Special Concern, the yellow
warbler and the yellow-breasted chat. Freshwater marsh vegetation serves as nesting, roosting,
and sheltering habitat for several Species of Special Concern, including the white-faced ibis and
a number of other waterfowl.

Under Alternative 1, no additional direct impacts to sensitive habitats would result due to the
existing operations, which are to keep the water conservation pool levels in the reservoir at or
below elevation 494 ft during flood season and at or below elevation 505 ft in the non-flood

s€ason.

Table 4-5 gives a summary of impacts to critical habitats within the basin, and Table 4-6 gives a
summary of impacts to other sensitive habitats. Detailed descriptions of these impacts can be

found in the EIS/EIR.
Table 4-5. Summary of Impacts to Critical Habitats within Prado Basin
Critical Habitat Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5
Supporting:
Least Bell’s Vireo Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse,
less than significant | less than significant significant significant
Southwestern Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse,
Willow Flycatcher less than significant | less than significant | significant -| significant

Table 4-6 Summary of Impacts to Other Sensitive Habitats within Prade Basin

Habitat Type Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative §
Willow Woodland Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse,
less than significant | less than significant | significant significant
Riparian Scrub Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but
less than significant | less than significant | less than significant | less than significant
Freshwater Marsh No impact No impact Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse,
Vegetation significant significant

Impacts to Sensitive Wildlife

A number of Species of Special Concern occur or potentially occur in the Basin or in the areas
immediately surrounding the Basin. Impacts range from no direct impact, Alternative 1, to
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adverse, but less than significant impact. Impacts on these species are summarized in
Table 4-7 under the group headings, Mammals, Birds, Reptiles, Amphibians and Fishes.

Table 4-7. Impacts to Species of Special Concern within Prado Basin

Wildlife Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5

Mammals Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but
less than significant | less than significant | less than significant | less than significant

Birds Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse,
less than significant | less than significant | less than significant | significant

Reptiles Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but
less than significant | less than significant | less than significant | less than significant

Amphibians Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but
less than significant | less than significant | less than significant | less than significant

Fishes Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but
less than significant less than significant | less than significant | less than significant

Under Alternative 1, no additional direct impacts on Federally Endangered or Threatened
Species, State Endangered or Threatened Species, Fully Protected Species, or Species of Special
Concern would result due to the existing operations, which are to keep the water conservation
pool levels in the reservoir at or below elevation 494 ft during the flood season and at or below

elevation 505 ft in the non-flood season.

The impacts of the alternatives to Federal or State Endangered and Threatened Species, and
Fully Protected Species are summarized in Table 4-8. Potential operational impacts on the least
Bell’s vireo and the southwestern willow flycatcher are most likely to be the inundation of nests
that may occur following major storm events late in the flood season. Additionally, the Santa
Ana sucker is a Federally Threatened Species. The western yellow-billed cuckoo is the only
State Endangered Species that occurs in the basin. The Swainson’s hawk, a rare visitor to the
basin during migration, is a State Threatened Species. Two Fully Protected Species, the white-
tailed kite and golden eagle, occur in the basin. The white-tailed kite breeds in the basin, and the
eagle nests in the hills surrounding the basin and forages on the site.
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Table 4-8. Impacts to Federal/State Endangered and Threatened, and Fully Protected Species within Prado

Basin
Wildlife/Listing Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5
Status
Least Bell’s Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse,
Vireo/FE/SE significant significant significant significant
Southwestern No impact No impact Direct adverse, but | Direct adverse,
Willow less than significant | significant
Flycatcher/FE/SE
Santa Ana Direct adverse, but | Direct adverse, but | Direct adverse, but | Direct adverse, but
Sucker/FT less than significant | less than significant | less than significant | less than significant
Bald Eagle/FE and | No impact No impact No impact No impact
Peregrine Falcon/FE
Arroyo No impact No impact No impact No impact
Southwestern
Toad/FE and .
California Red-
Legged Frog/FT
Western Yellow- No impact No impact No impact No impact
billed Cuckoo/SE
Swainson’s No impact No impact No impact No impact
Hawk/ST
White-tailed Direct adverse, but | Direct adverse, but | Direct adverse, but | Direct adverse, but
Kite/CFP and less than significant | less than significant | less than significant | less than significant
Golden Eagle/CFP

FE=Federal Endangered Species, FT=Federal Threatened Species, SE=State Endangered Species, ST=State
Threatened Species, CFP=California Fully Protected Species.

In addition, only one sensitive plant species, the many-stemmed dudleya, has been identified
within the Prado Basin. Two small populations have been located near the perimeter of the
basin, as defined by the 566-ft elevation contour line. There is not expected to be any impact on

this plant species resulting from Alternatives 1 through 5.

Impacts to Non-sensitive Vegetation or Wildlife and Wildlife Movement Corridors

No additional direct impacts on non-sensitive vegetation or wildlife and wildlife movement

corridors would result under Alternative 1. The impacts of Alternatives 2 through 5 on non-
sensitive native vegetation would be Direct, Adverse, But Less Than Significant. The impacts of
Alternatives 2 through 5 to ruderal and invasive nonnative vegetation is projected to be Direct,
Adverse to Beneficial, But Less Than Significant. The impacts of Alternatives 2 through 5 on
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non-sensitive native wildlife species would be Direct, Adverse, But Less Than Significant. The
impacts of Alternatives 2 through 5 on wildlife movement corridors would be Direct, Adverse,
But Less Than Significant.

4.5.8.2 Environmental Consequences Downstream of Prado Dam

Before Prado Dam was constructed in 1941, Santa Ana River flood flows passed through the
narrow canyon below present-day SR-71 with enough force to remove most of the riparian
floodplain vegetation approximately once every 20-30 years, returning the vegetation to an early
successional stage. Since construction of the dam, water releases have been regulated, up to

600 cfs when flood-flow releases are not necessary. Flood-flow releases generally have not
exceeded 2,500 cfs. These releases maintain the high water table in the canyon and the thick
phreatophytic cottonwood and willow forests along the margins of the stream course. The result,
however, is a smaller but more stable and mature riparian habitat than was originally present. On
five occasions since 1941, releases have reached or exceeded 5,000 cfs: in 1969, 6,000 cfs in
1980, 5,100 cfs in 1983, and 5,300 cfs in 1993, and 10,000 cfs in 2005, an average of once every
12.8 years.

The frequency of releases from Prado Dam will increase dramatically over present conditions for
some alternatives. For moderate releases that remain within the existing channel, as under
Alternative 2, the increase in frequency should have little adverse impact in the short run, but
may have a significant adverse impact on a cumulative basis as sediments in the channel are
washed away over time and not replenished.

Major releases, as under Alternatives 4 and 5, and to a lesser extent Alternative 3, will have
immediate significant adverse impacts because small to moderate amounts of critical endangered
species habitat will be lost. Because of the high frequency of these releases with the proposed
water conservation objectives, this vegetation often will not have sufficient time to regenerate
before the next major reléase, resulting in a steady deterioration of critical habitat in the
streambed.

Impacts to Critical and Sensitive Habitats Downstream of Prado Dam

The predominant vegetation downstream of Prado Dam and upstream of Weir Canyon Road is
cottonwood and cottonwood/willow woodland, a major component of least Bell's vireo and
southwestern willow flycatcher critical habitat. Small amounts of riparian scrub contribute to the
total amount of critical habitat downstream of Prado Dam and upstream of Weir Canyon Road.
Under Alternative 1, no additional direct impact in least Bell’s vireo or southwestern willow
flycatcher critical habitat or other sensitive habitats would result under existing operations.
Tables 4-9 and 4-10 summarize the impact to critical and other sensitive habitats below Prado
Dam.

4-21



Table 4-9. Summary of Impacts to Critical Habitats Downstream of Prado Dam

Critical Habitat
Supporting:

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

Least Bell’s Vireo

Direct, adverse, but

Direct, adverse,

Direct, adverse,

Direct, adverse,

less than significant | significant significant significant
Southwestern Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse,
Willow Flycatcher less than significant | significant _significant significant
Table 4-10. Summary of Impacts to Other Sensitive Habitats Downstream of Prado Dam
Habitat Type Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5
Cottonwood/Willow |Direct, adverse, but |Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse,
Woodland less than significant _|significant significant significant
Riparian Scrub Direct, adverse, but  |Direct, adverse, but  |Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse,
less than significant _}less than significant |significant significant

Impacts to Sensitive Wildlife Downstream of Prado Dam

A number of Species of Special Concemn occur or potentially occur in the basin or in the areas
immediately surrounding the basin. Impacts range from no direct impact, Alternative 1, to

adverse, significant impact. Impacts on these species are summarized in Table 4-11 under the
group headings, Mammals, Birds, Reptiles, Amphibians and Fishes.

Under Alternative 1, no additional direct impacts on Federally Endangered or Threatened
Species, State Endangered or Threatened Species, Fully Protected Species, or Species of Special
Concern would result due to the existing operations, which are to keep the water conservation

pool levels in the reservoir at or below elevation 494 ft during the flood season and at or below
elevation 505 ft in the non-flood season.

The impacts of the alternatives to Federal or State Endangered and Threatened Species, and

Fully Protected Species are summarized in Table 4-12. Potential operational impacts on the least

Bell’s vireo and the southwestern willow flycatcher are most likely to be the inundation of
nesting habitat that may occur following major storm events late in the flood season. The
western yellow-billed cuckoo, a State Endangered Species, and the Swainson’s hawk, a State
Threatened Species, have not been documented in this section of the river. Only one Fully
Protected Species, the white-tailed kite, is likely to occur in this portion of the Santa Ana River,
with any regularity. Additional impacts to threatened and endangered species include increased
scouring of vegetation and sediment during the flood season, due to increased frequency and
velocity of discharges.
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Table 4-11. Impacts to Species of Special Concern Downstream of Prado Dam

Wildlife Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5
Mammals No impact No impact Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but
less than significant | less than significant
Birds No impact Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse,
less than significant | less than significant | significant
Reptiles Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse,
less than significant | less than significant | significant significant
Amphibians No impact No impact No impact No impact
Fishes Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but | Direct, adverse, but
less than significant | less than significant | less than significant | less than significant
Table 4-12. Impacts to Protected Species Downstream of Prado Dam
Wildlife/Listing Status Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5
Least Bell’s Vireo/FE/SE No impact No impact Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse,
but less than but less than
significant significant
Southwestern Willow No impact No impact No impact No impact
Flycatcher/FE/SE
Santa Ana Sucker/FT Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse,
significant significant significant significant
Bald Eagle/FE and No impact No impact No impact No impact
Peregrine Falcon/FE
No impact No impact No impact No impact
Arroyo Southwestern
Toad/FE and California
Red-legged Frog/FT
Western Yellow-billed No impact No impact No impact No impact
Cuckoo/SE
Swainson’s Hawk/ST No impact No impact No impact No impact
White-tailed Kite/CFP No impact No impact Direct, adverse, Direct, adverse,
and Golden Eagle/CFP but less than but less than
significant significant

FE=Federal Endangered Species, FT=Federal Threatened Species, SE=State Endangered Species, ST=State
Threatened Species, CFP=California Fully Protected Species.

Impacts to Non-sensitive Vegetation or Wildlife or Wildlife Movement Corridors Downstream of

Prado Dam

No additional direct impacts on non-sensitive vegetation, non-sensitive wildlife, and wildlife
movement corridors would result under Alternatives 1, 2 and 3. The impacts of Alternatives 4
and 5 on non-sensitive native vegetation, would be Direct, Adverse, But Less Than Significant.
The impacts of Alternatives 4 and 5 to ruderal and invasive nonnative vegetation is projected to
be Direct, Beneficial and Significant to Adverse and Significant. The impacts of Alternatives 4
and 5 on non-sensitive native wildlife species would be Direct, Adverse, But Less Than
Significant. The impacts of Alternatives 4 and 5 on wildlife movement corridors could be
indirect and adverse, but less than significantly, if major releases destroy habitat necessary for
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shelter and foraging.
4.5.8.3 Mitigation Measures

The Corps recognizes the necessity of a least Bell’s vireo management strategy and necessary
habitat compensation to achieve restoration and maintenance of habitat that may be altered,
diminished in value, or lost as a result of this project. The Corps continued to coordinate with
the USFWS (through the July 2002 Biological Opinion) and other resource agencies on the
implementation management strategies designed to reduce or eliminate potential impacts on
listed species from continuing water conservation planning in Prado Basin.

Mitigation for maintaining a water conservation pool at elevation 494 ft during the flood season
and a water conservation pool elevation at 505 ft during the non-flood season has already been
negotiated under the Review of Prado Dam Operation for Water Conservation and
Environmental Impact Statement (Corps of Engineers, 1992). Additional mitigation has been
outlined for Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 in the EIS/EIR. The Corps’ mitigation goal for water
conservation at Prado Basin is 100 percent replacement of lost wildlife habitat values through a
combination of land acquisition for habitat replacement and a cash contribution to the Santa Ana
River Conservation Trust Fund to support their continuing arundo removal and cowbird trapping
programs. Table 4-13 summarizes mitigation costs for all alternatives.

Table 4-13. Prado Dam Water Conservation Biological Mitigation Costs

Alternative Upstream Downstream Cost Total Upstream and Total Annual Cost*
Cost Downstream Cost
2 $223,000 $707,000 $930,000 $181,000**
3 $502,500 ° | $657,000 $1,159,500 $87,000
4 $2,377,500 $1,543,000 $3,920,500 $259,000
] $11,624,500 $2,664,000 $14,288,500 $905,500

* Annual costs based on economic calculation using a 5 5/8 percent discount rate.
**Includes $125,000 Santa Ana Sucker mitigation cost not reflected in total upstream and downstream costs.
Sucker mitigation cost may vary somewhat from year to year.
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4.5.9 Cultural Resources

4.5.9.1 Potential Impacts to Cultural Resources

Impacts to cultural resources are analyzed in the EIS/EIR. Impacts may occur as a result of
erosion and inundation caused by elevated water levels and more frequent and higher flow
releases. This erosion may result in the uncovering of previously unknown cultural resources or
the inundation of known areas not previously subject to regular inundation. Alternative 1 has no
impact on known cultural resources and will have no impact on unknown cultural resources.
Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 will have no new impacts to known cultural resources upstream of Prado
Dam, but could affect known resources downstream of Prado Dam and unknown resources both
up- and downstream of Prado Dam. Alternative 5 may affect both unknown and known cultural
resources.

Under Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 there is the potential for known cultural resources to be uncovered
downstream of Prado Dam. Increased outflows from Prado Dam have the potential to cause
additional erosion in downstream areas and may damage know cultural resources, including sites
which may be eligible for the National Register. Any adverse impacts to these sites would be
considered significant.

Under Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 there is the potential for unknown cultural resources to be
uncovered both up- and downstream of Prado Dam. If uncovered, there is the potential that these
resources could be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) and
that any adverse impact would be considered significant.

Under Alternative 5 there is the possibility for four known historic archeological sites to be
adversely affected upstream of Prado Dam. These sites could be potentially eligible for listing
on the National Register., None of the sites has been formally evaluated for listing on the
NATIONAL REGISTER. Assuming that one or more is eligible, short- and long-term
inundation would result in the loss of any significant information these sites might contain.

There is also the potential for unknown cultural resources to be uncovered under Alternative 5.
If uncovered, there is the potential that these resources could be eligible for the National Register
and that any adverse impact would be considered significant.

4.5.9.2 Mitigation Measures

For areas downstream of Prado Dam compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act is required prior to implementation of all project alternatives. In any National
Register eligible historic sites are determined to be National Register eligible, specific mitigation
measures will than be developed in accordance with the procedures in 36 CFR 800. Final
mitigation shall be developed in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer
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(SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP).

In the event that unknown resources are uncovered upstream of Prado Dam during
implementation of water conservation for Alternatives 2 through 5, the Corps must comply with
36 CFR 800.11, Properties Discovered During Implementation of an Undertaking. This
regulation requires implementation of additional mitigation measures as developed in
consultation with the SHPO and the ACHP.

For Alternative 5, compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act is
required prior to implementation. The four potential National Register sites will require a test
excavation to determine their significance. If any are determined to be National Register
eligible, then specific mitigation measures would be developed in accordance with procedures in
36 CFR 800. Final mitigation shall be developed in consultation with the SHPO and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.

After the implementation of the above mitigation measures, implementation of Alternatives 2
through 5 would not significantly affect cultural resources.

4.5.10 Water Quality

Water quality effects for each alternative were evaluated in the EIS/EIR based on the potential
for impacts to surface water quality downstream of Prado Dam, surface water quality within
Prado Dam Basin area, and the potential for the release of toxic materials from maintenance

equipment.

Alternative 1 will not result in any impacts to water quality because there is no action under this
alternative. Alternatives 2 through S should improve surface water quality both downstream and
within Prado Dam basin area. The improvement in surface water quality is a result of both an
increase in quantity of water stored (resulting in an increase in dilution of pollutants) and an
increase in the duration of impoundment (resulting in increased sedimentation of fines and
debris).

Implementation of Alternatives 2 through 5 may result in indirect and potentially adverse
significant impacts to water quality because of periodic maintenance activities. These activities
present an opportunity for the release of oil products, fuel, and chemicals (including lime) from
maintenance equipment to discharge to surface waters.

Mitigation Measures
The maintenance contractor is required to properly maintain vehicles and implement "good
housekeeping" practices, requirements, and procedures for controlling surface fluids.

Implementation of these mitigation measures during maintenance activities would reduce all
adverse impacts to a level that is considered less than significant.
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4.5.11 Air Quality

The Clean Air Act (CAA) requires that projects receiving federal funds prove conformity with
the approved State Implementation Plan (SIP)/local air quality attainment plan for the region.
The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) adopted the 1994 Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) on September 9, 1994. The 1994 AQMP is the regionally approved
air quality plan that states a project may have significant environmental effects if it is not
consistent with locally adopted environmental plans. However, guidelines for the 1994 AQMP
also contain requirements for project conformity to the policies and measures contained in the
1989 and 1991 AQMPs.

The project would include occasional repairs that would nominally increase long-term
operational emissions. These are expected to fall well below the federal de minimis levels for
PM10 and NOx. PM10 and NOx federal de minimis levels are 70 tons per year and 50 tons per
year, respectively. In addition, the project would not affect any local sensitive receptor and
would be consistent with the approved AQMP. The project would, therefore, meet the federal
conformity screening requirements.

Because the project does not necessitate construction or demolition of any kind, no short-term
construction related emissions will occur. Potential long-term, intermittent air quality impacts
associated with the Prado Dam facilities may occur and were analyzed in the EIS/EIR. The three
areas of long-term maintenance analyzed were: increased sediment and debris removal activities
at the outlet structure, increased mechanized levee reconstruction as a result of failure due to
increased flooding, and increased mechanized maintenance activities downstream of Prado Dam.

Alternative 1 will have no change from the existing operational characteristics or maintenance
activities within Prado Basin, therefore no impacts to air quality will occur.

Under Alternatives 2 thréugh 5 there will be a nominal increase in emissions from maintenance-
related activities and levee reconstruction activities. These increases are not expected to result in
any long-term exhaust emission impacts. Each of these four alternatives would have direct and
adverse, but less than significant impacts on air quality. No change to the existing operational
characteristics or maintenance activities within Prado Basin would occur under these
alternatives. Therefore, no impacts on air quality would resuit.

4.5.12 Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive Waste

An HTRW study was performed in the Prado Basin area to elevation 508 ft (OCWD, June 1998).
No HTRW sites were identified that have the potential to adversely affect the proposed area of
inundation for any of the project alternatives. The study identified five potential areas of concern
and recommended actions as described below.
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Thirteen oil wells within the study area were previously operated by Prado Petroleum. Oil spills
resulted from these wells on at least two occasions. However, these wells were abandoned in
place and capped in 1996. The Bureau of Land Management has jurisdiction over these wells
and any resumption of operation will have to be authorized by that agency.

An oil pipeline near the southeast corner of the basin recently leaked and spilled oil into a basin
tributary. However, this pipeline is no longer in service. Other pipelines within Prado Basin are
considered to be in compliance with existing regulations.

Animal waste from dairy farms washes into Prado Basin during certain periods of high
precipitation and runoff. However, current regulations require that all dairies that are considered
concentrated animal feed operations have plans for containment to prevent waste flows from
leaving diary property. The timing on these plans is over the next several years, with each dairy
on a different schedule. In addition, many of the dairies are ceasing operations because the
“Dairy Preserve” status of the area has been removed, with much of the land being rezoned as
residential or commercial.

Occasional illegal dumping reportedly occurs in the basin, predominantly from illegal drug
manufacturers. The only way to prevent this activity is to put the entire basin off limits to the
public. This is not feasible because the Corps leases much of the basin area to local entities for
recreation facilities. However, any illegal dumpsites that are discovered are cleaned up. In
addition, any illegal dumping activity observed by Corps personnel is reported to the appropriate
authorities.

The above recommendations are not proposed mitigation measures for project impacts and that
neither the Corps nor Orange County Water District has the authority to implement these
recommendations.

The foregoing areas of contamination occur at elevations significantly above the elevations
where water conservation operations will reach. If a problem occurs with regards to each area,

said problem is rectified upon discovery.

4.5.13 Recreation

The effects of water conservation on existing and future recreation uses were analyzed in the
EIS/EIR. Both the effect on the availability of existing and future uses and the effect relating to
physical degradation of existing and future uses were analyzed.

Alternative 1 would not result in any change in operations and would therefore not affect the
existing or future recreation uses within Prado Basin and downstream of Prado Dam.

4.5.13.1 Existing Recreation Uses Upstream of Prado Dam
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Alternatives 2 through 5 will result in an increase in duration of inundation and in increase in the
inundation elevation up to elevation 505 ft. Above elevation 505 ft., the reservoir is in flood
control mode and there is no significant change in inundation frequency. Recreation and other
uses that are below elevation 505 ft. would experience from 6 additional days (Alternative 2) to
25 additional days of inundation (Alternative 5) per year under present conditions. Uses that are
below elevation 505 ft would experience from 20 days (Alternatives 2 and 3) to 54 days
(Alternative 5) additional inundation per year under future conditions.

Alternatives 2 through 5 would result in increased physical degradation to a portion of existing
recreational uses. The Prado Petroleum Company (elevation 493 to 505 ft), agricultural leases
(elevation 490 to 510 ft), Raahauge's Hunting Club (elevation 485 to 514 ft), the Flyway
Foundation (elevation 485 to 520 ft) and Richardson's Dog Training facility (elevation 490 to
554 ft) would experience significantly more inundation under the 5-year and 100-year frequency
flood events compared to existing operations. This increased inundation could physically
degrade these facilities.

4.5.13.2 Existing Recreation Uses Downstream of Prado Dam

Impacts on the availability of existing recreation uses and physical degradation of these uses
downstream of Prado Dam would mostly be a result of increased frequency of flooding and
higher flows. Three recreational facilities downstream of Prado Dam could be impacted; Green
River Golf Club, Featherly Regional Park, and River View Golf Course. Flow releases of
6,400 cfs and less have not had significant impacts on availability downstream recreation uses
and less than significant impacts on physical degradation of these uses. Physical degradation
would be mostly erosion of river channel, which could have some impacts on River View Golf
Course. Alternative 2 has maximum releases less than 6,400 cfs and therefore would have no
significant impacts on availability of recreation uses and less than significant impacts on
degradation of these uses. Alternatives 3, 4, and S with maximum releases of 7,400, 14,900, and
25,000 cfs respectively would have less than significant impacts on availability of existing
recreation uses and significant impacts on degradation of these uses.

4.5.13.3 Future Recreation Uses Upstream of Prado Dam

Future recreation uses within Prado Basin were based on the Conceptual Planning Areas as
mapped and described in the Prado Flood Control Basin Project Master Plan (U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers 1993). The current applicability of the Conceptual Planning Areas has been
recently confirmed by the County of Riverside and the City of Corona.

As described above for Existing Recreation Uses, Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would have direct
and potentially adverse, but less than significant impacts at elevations lower than 505 ft. on those
Conceptual Planning Areas lower than elevation 505 ft. for recreational development. Similar to
the Existing Recreation Uses, Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would result in increased duration and
elevation of inundation, which could result in additional physical degradation of future uses.
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This physical degradation is considered to be direct and a potentially adverse significant impact.

4.5.13.4 Future Land Uses Downstream of Prado Dam

Since no new uses are anticipated in the substantially built-out area within the downstream study
area, implementation of the project alternatives would not result in any effect on future land uses.

4.5.13.5 Mitigation Measures

Inundation of existing recreational and other uses within Prado Basin will not require mitigation
measures to be taken, as these uses are floodable per the terms of existing real estate instruments,
and no new recreational facilities will be constructed at the lower elevations within Prado Basin.
Following inundation of existing recreational and other uses downstream of Prado Basin,
maintenance activities to restore these uses to their pre-inundation condition will be required.
Similarly, future recreational uses designated within county and city plans that are proposed to
be located within the project alternatives’ inundation areas shall be designed to allow periodic
inundation or else located outside of inundation areas within Prado Basin. No significant impacts
are anticipated after implementation of the mitigation measures for downstream uses.
Implementation of these mitigation measures will be the responsibility of OCWD.

4.5.14 Public Health and Safety

According to the EIS/EIR, with an increase in inundation duration there is the potential for
greater numbers of mosquitoes to breed and pose a human health risk.

Alternative 1 would not change water conservation operations and no increased nuisance from
mosquitoes would occur.

Alternatives 2 through 5 would change the water conservation operations and would likely
increase mosquito breeding resulting in an increased nuisance to humans. This potential increase
is considered adverse and significant.

To mitigate the adverse significant impacts associated with Alternatives 2 through 5, an increase
in mosquito abatement will occur if an increase in mosquito nuisance occurs. A contribution of
funds will be made by OCWD to the Northwest Mosquito Abatement District, West Valley
Vector Control District, or Orange County Vector Control District to control mosquitoes is one
method of increasing abatement so that mosquito nuisances to the public are reduced to less than
significant. No significant impacts are anticipated after the implementation of the above

mitigation measure.

4.5.15 Noise
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Because the project does not necessitate construction or demolition of any kind, no short-term
construction related noise will occur. Potential long-term, intermittent noise impacts associated
with the Prado Dam and Santa Ana River facilities may occur and were analyzed in the EIS/EIR.
The three areas of long-term maintenance that could cause noise impacts were: increased
sediment and debris removal activities at the outlet structure, increased mechanized levee
reconstruction as a result of failure due to increased flooding, and increased repair of

possible structural damage and increased debris due to increased frequency of high velocities in
the channel.

Alternative 1 will have no change from the existing operational characteristics or maintenance
activities within Prado Basin, therefore no noise impacts will occur.

Under Alternatives 2 through 5, there will be a nominal increase in noise from maintenance-
related activities and levee reconstruction activities. However, the nearest residences are well
over 0.5-mile from the project boundaries. If all maintenance activities occur in accordance with
applicable local noise ordinances, less than significant adverse noise impacts would occur. No
mitigation is required.

4.5.16 Water Rights

Currently, OCWD owns all rights, title, and interest in any and all waters flowing in the Santa
Ana River into Prado Basin. In addition, by virtue of the judgment, OCWD v. City of Chino, et
al., Riverside County Superior Court No. 117628, dated 17 April 1969, that stipulated the rights
to waters within the Santa Ana River basin, OCWD has the annual right to receive a minimum of
42,000 AF of “base flow” waters at Prado Dam, together with the right to all storm flows
reaching Prado Dam. In 1989, the Santa Ana River was included in the Declaration of Fully
Appropriated Streams by the California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB),
concluding that no unappropriated water was available. However, due to increased urbanization
and other activities in the upper Santa Ana River watershed, the volume of runoff reaching Prado
Dam has increased. SWRCB recommended that OCWD submit an application to SWRCB’s
Water Rights Division for the purpose of confirming existing water rights and establishing rights
to these increased volumes. It is hard to predict potential future litigation over water rights on
the Santa Ana River. For the purpose of this study, it was assumed that changes, if any, in water
rights will not have any significant effects on the available flows to OCWD as described by the

1969 judgment.

4.6 Trade-off Analysis
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4.6.1 Water Conservation Yield

The average annual water conservation yield was determined based on each alternative’s specific
operation according to the hydrologic methodology identified elsewhere in this chapter. Results
are shown in Table 4-14.

Table 4-14. Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study. Increase in
Yield of Alternatives Relative to Alternative 1 (Without-Project) in AF

Alternative Yield Increase Present Yield Increase Future
Condition Condition
2 2,000 4,000
3 3,000 5,000
4 4,000 8,000
5 6,000 10,000

4.6.2 Benefits

Benefits of Prado Dam water conservation alternatives are water supply cost savings. It is
assumed that new water supplies from conservation operations in the alternatives will replace
untreated MWD supplies. Untreated MWD supplies were chosen because OCWD does not
purchase treated water, and water reclamation plans would not be affected by the additional yield
from water conservation operations. Additional supplies from the Santa Ana River operations
and untreated MWD supplies would be recharged before use, so the net savings from
conservation operations are equal to the raw untreated MWD costs of $233 per AF. A more
detailed description and explanation of the benefits are located in the Economics Appendix.

The annual benefit is simply the projected yield from the alternative multiplied by the projected
cost of the water that the conserved water will replace -- in this case, the cost of untreated MWD
water. Table 4-15 shows the results of this analysis. As shown below, annual benefits range
from $599,000 for Alternative 2 to $1,664,000 for Alternative 5.

Table 4-15. Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study. Annualized Benefits by Alternativel

Alternative Number Annual Benefits
2 $599,000
3 $832,000
4 $1,198,000
5 $1,664,000

Base year is 2004. Benefits annualized over 50 years (2004-2053) at a discount rate of 5 5/8 percent.

4.6.3 Costs

Costs of the water conservation alternatives include environmental mitigation and compensation
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costs, recreation/business costs associated with economic activities occurring within the basin
and downstream of Prado Dam, and increased operations and maintenance costs.

The with-project alternatives would result in increased frequency and duration of inundation of
habitat within the basin and increased frequency and severity of flooding of habitat downstream
of Prado Dam to Weir Canyon. As a result, environmental mitigation would be required.
Mitigation would be performed through establishing habitat on property already owned by

OCWD and through contributions to the Santa Ana River Conservation Trust Fund.

Recreation and other economic costs are associated with a number of economic activities in
Prado Basin and downstream of Prado Dam that might be adversely affected by the water
conservation operations. Losses were differentiated into two types: loss of use and

damages/cleanup/repair costs.

Table 4-16 presents costs by category and total costs used in the NED analysis. Two cost
components, environmental mitigation and downstream flooding, have the largest contributions

to the total cost.
Table 4-16. Costs of Alternatives in Comparison to Alternative 1

Alternative 2 | Alternative 3 |Alternative 4 | Alternative 5
Recreation Use Losses $500 $1,000 $1,600 $4,100
Recreation Damage, Repair & Clean-up $5,000 $8,000 $10,100 $14,200
Environmental Mitigation $181,000 $87,000f  $259,100]  $905,500
Maintenance and Dump Fees $9,800 $21,300 $31,300 $37,300
Cultural Mitigation : $0 $0 $0 $0
Downstream Flooding Costs* $67,000] $1,208,000| $4,545,000 $4,820,000
Total Annualized Costs, 50 years $140,300] $1,325,000] $4,847,500| $5,781,800

*Note that Some Downstream Flooding Costs Occur under Alternative 2, but the Increase Relative to Without

Project Conditions is Assumed to be Insignificant

The magnitude of downstream flooding cost is mostly due to damage replacement requirements
for Green River Golf Club, River View Golf Course, and Featherly Regional Park. The physical
characteristics of these facilities are described in section 4.5.13 and in the Economics Report.
The costs stem from mitigation of damages to such items as fairways, greens, snack bars, ponds,
rest rooms, cart paths, septic systems, wells, pumping plants, drinking water systems, and
irrigation systems at the Green River Golf Club; fairways, greens, cart paths, cart bridges,
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irrigation systems, and refill of eroded areas at River View Golf Course; and camping sites,
hiking trails, and access roads at the Featherly Regional Park. Replacement cost estimates for
the two golf courses have been prepared by the Corps utilizing Microcomputer Aided Cost
Engineering System software, and are shown in the Economics Report. Damages at these
facilities start to occur when flows in the Santa Ana River exceed about 5,000 cfs. Flow releases
for Alternative 2 are not predicted to exceed 5,000 cfs at any significant frequency and their
incremental downstream flooding costs are assumed to be zero. Table 4-17 lists the damages
occurring at each facility at five different flow rates, the probabilities of occurrence of these flow
rates for Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 and the product of costs and probabilities.

Table 4-17. Downstream Flooding Damages at Five Flow Rates,
Incremental Probabilities of Flow, and Damages by Alternative

Damages for Event Rate of flow, cfs
<<2,500 5000 7400 14000 25900
Featherly Park 0 0 $96,000 $223,000 $286,000
River View Golf Course 0] $101,000 $253,000 $402,000 $758.000
Green River Golf Course 0] $33,000 $3,141,000| $14,784,000] $15,424,000
Total Damages at Rate of Flow 0] $134,000 $3,490,000| $15,409,000; $16,468,000
Annual Probabilities of Rate of Flow (Expressed as percentage)*
Alternative 1 (Without Project) 100 0 0 0 0
Alternative 2 50 50 0 0 0
Alternative 3 50 16 34 0 0
Alternative 4 50 16 6 28 0
Alternative 5 50 16 6 2 26
Product of Damage at Flow and Incremental Probability.
Weighted Damage Expected Annual
Damages
Alternative 1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Alternative 2 $0  $67,000 $0 $0 $67.,000
Alternative 3 $0f $21,440 $1,186,000 $0 $1,208,000
Alternative 4 $0| $21,440 $209,400| $4,314,520 $4,454,360
Alternative 5 $0] $21,440 $209,400 $308,180 $4,820,700

*For water conservation. Does not include potential damages from flood control releases.

4.6.4 Benefits/Cost Analysis

Benefits include réductions in projected water supply costs resulting from increased water yields
with Prado Dam conservation, and economic costs are increased losses to economic activities
within the basin, plus increases in mitigation, sediment removal, downstream damages, and
operations and maintenance costs. Table 4-18 summarizes costs and benefits for each
alternative.
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Table 4-18. Benefit/Cost Analysis
Alternative Annual Benefits, Annual Costs Net Benefit, Benefit/Cost Ratio
($1.000s) ($1.000s)_ ($1.000s)
2 $599 $140 $459 43
3 $832 $1,325 -$493 0.6
4 $1,198 $4,848 -$3,650 0.2
5 $1,664 $5,782 -$4.118 0.3

Alternative 2 is the optimum alternative. Alternative 2 consists of increasing the target elevation
of the flood season conservation pool to 498 feet. Alternative 3 is also marginally economically
justified. This alternative would increase the frequency of damaging releases downstream of the
dam, resulting in substantially higher costs than Alternative 2.

Based upon the results of the analysis, the NED Plan consists of maintaining the non-flood
season conservation pool target elevation at 505 feet. During the flood season, the conservation
pool target elévation would increase to 498 feet.

4.6.5 Optimal Timing Analysis

Net benefits for each alternative increase over time because benefits are anticipated to increase
significantly in real terms while costs are not. This is attributable to: 1) the assumption that the
economic value of the conserved water will increase in real terms; and 2) the yields also increase
over time. Accordingly, an analysis was conducted to determine whether the NED Plan would
change over time.

Alternative 2 is easily justified in the Base Year, and net benefits increase substantially
thereafter. While net benefits increase over time for Alternatives 3 through 5, they never become
positive. Therefore, the NED plan would not change regardless of the timing of project
implementation.

4.6.6 Risk and Uncertainty Analysis

A sensitivity analysis was performed to measure the potential variability in the annual benefits
for the water conservation alternatives. The analysis used probability distributions and Monte
Carlo simulations. Monte Carlo simulation generates a distribution of numbers that incorporates
specified parameters of the distribution or its component distributions. In this case, a distribution
of economic benefits is simulated from the component distributions of the water conservation
yields and the economic value per acre-foot of the conserved water. Since the projected yields
are relatively extremely small compared to overall demand and supply from other sources, there
is no doubt that the conserved water would be fully utilized. In addition, the conserved water is
relatively cheap compared to alternative sources of supply. Therefore, a detailed Risk and

4-35



Uncertainty simulation of total demand and various supply sources was not warranted. A
simplified model was developed with two variables subject to uncertainty:

Water Conservation Yields -- An analysis of total yields by alternative (not difference between
alternatives) shows ranges of as high as 42 percent above the mean and as low as 19 percent
below the mean. Standard deviations under Base Year conditions represent about 13%-15% of
the mean values. For purposes of this analysis, the projected water conservation yield increases
for each alternative for each year were replaced with a probability distribution with a mean equal
to the expected annual increased yield and a 20 percent standard deviation. For example, for
Alternative 5 under future conditions, the expected annual yield is 10,000 acre-feet, with a
standard deviation of 2,000 acre-feet.

Economic Value of Conserved Water -- The economic value of the conserved water is projected
to increase from $272 at the Base Year to $419 by the end of the period of analysis. These
figures represent the cost of untreated MWD water used to recharge the aquifer in the OCWD
service area. Since there is a fairly significant uncertainty regarding projected costs for MWD
water, a 25 percent standard deviation was applied.

The Monte Carlo simulation used the @Risk 7 simulation package for Excel®. The model was
adjusted to continue with the simulation until the percent change in both the mean and standard
deviation of annual benefits for each alternative were less than 0.5 percent. Table 4-19 shows
the results of this analysis.

Table 4-19. Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study.
Results of Monte Carlo Simulation for With-Project Alternatives

Discount Rate = 5.875%, Period of Analysis = 50 Years

4.6.7 Economic Analysis Summary

Alternative 2
Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5
Mean Annual Benefit $599,000 $832,000 $1,198,000 $1,165,000
Standard Deviation $32,000 $45,000 $64,000 $91,000
5% Exceedance $547,000 $760,000 $1,110,000 $1,517,000
95% Exceedance $651.000 $907.000 $1.303.000 $1.817.000 |

The annual benefits and costs for water conservation alternatives have been computed.
Analyzing the alternatives for the periods independently, the NED alternative is Alternative 2.
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4.6.8 System of Accounts

The U.S. Water Resource Council System of Accounts was used as a method of displaying the
positive and negative effects of the proposed alternatives. The accounts are categories of long-
term environmental, economic, and other social impacts of alternatives. These accounts are
displayed in Tables 4-20 through 4-22; they allow efficient consideration of comparative effects.
The Water Resources Council suggests using four accounts to compare proposed water resource
development plans. These are the NED, environmental quality (EQ), regional development
(RD), and other social effects (OSE) accounts.

4.6.8.1 National Economic Development

This account identifies the economic effect of alternative plans on the nation’s economic
development. Beneficial effects are increases in the economic value of the national output of
goods and services attributable to a plan. For the Prado Dam alternatives under consideration,
the increases in NED reflect the results of the benefit/cost analysis. For this project, benefits are
derived from the additional groundwater yields provided by water conservation. The benefits are
measured by the difference in cost of substitution groundwater in place of MWD water. Adverse
NED effects are the costs of the project and represent the opportunity cost of investing funds on
the project rather than other potential economic development opportunities. Table 4-20, “System
of Accounts - National Economic Development Account,” compares the alternative plans under
consideration using the NED account.

Table 4-20. System of Accounts: National Economic Development Account
(2002 Price Levels; Costs are in $1,000

Category Alternative 1 | Alternative 2 | Alternative3 | Alternatived4 | Alternative 5
1 Average Annual n/a $599 $832 $1,198 $1,665
Benefits

1I Project Costs

First Cost n/a n/a n/a na n/a
Annual Cost n/a $140 $1,325 $4,348 $5,782
HI Net Benefits n/a $459 -$493 -$3,650 -$4,118
(Total Benefits Less

Costs)

IV B/C Ratio n/a 43 0.6 0.2 0.3

4.6.8.2 Environmental Quality Account

The EQ account displays the long-term effects of alternative plans on significant environmental
resources. Significant environmental resources are defined by the Water Resources Council as
those components of the ecological, cultural, and aesthetic environments, which, if affected by
the alternative plans, could have a material bearing on the decisionmaking process of plan
selection. Table 4-21, “System of Accounts Environmental Quality Account,” compares the
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effect that the alternative plans would have on EQ resources. The impacts, especially significant
impacts, would be mitigated according to discussion found in Section 4.5.8.

Table 4-21. System of Accounts: Environmental Quality Account

II1. Cultural Environment

Category
Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5
1. Physical Environment
a. Water Quality Long-term beneficial impacts to | Same as Same as Same as
surface water & short-term Alternative 2 Alternative 2 Alternative 2
adverse impacts due to
maintenance vehicle operation
b. Air Quality Short-term adverse, less than Same as Same as Same as
significant impacts due to Alternative 2 Alternative 2 Alternative 2
maintenance vehicle operation
c. Noise Short-term adverse, less than Same as Same as Same as
significant impacts due to Alternative 2 Alternative 2 Alternative 2
maintenance vehicle operation
d. Hazardous, Toxic |No Impact Same as Same as Same as
and Radioactive Waste Alternative 2 Alternative 2 Alternative 2
II. Biological Environment
a. Vegetation Adbverse, less than significant Same as Adverse, Same as
impacts to willow woodlands Alternative 2 significant Alternative 4
impacts to
willow
woodlands
b. Wildlife Adpverse, less than significant Same as Same as Same as
impacts to mammals, birds, Alternative 2 Alternative 2 Alternative 2,
reptiles, amphibians and fishes but adverse
significant
impacts to birds
c. Endangered Adverse, significant impacts to | Same as Same as Adverse,
Species least Bell’s vireo Alternative 2 Alternative 2 significant
. impacts to least
Bell’s vireo and
southwestern
willow
flycatcher
Table 4-21 (Continued)
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Adbverse, potentially Same as Same as Adverse,
a. Cultural Resources significant impacts to Alternative 2 Alternative 2 potentially
unknown resources significant
impacts to
known and
unknown
resources
b. Aesthetics Adverse, but less than Same as Same as Same as
significant alteration of | Alternative 2 Alternative 2 Alternative 2

4.6.8.3 Regional Economic Development Account

The regional economic development (RED) account is intended to illustrate the effects that the
proposed plans would have on regional economic activity, specifically regional income and

regional employment. This account was not considered for this analysis because OCWD did not
request a regional evaluation and because the effects on the regional economy are expected to be

similar to those of NED.

4.6.8.4 Other Social Effects

This account typically includes long-term community impacts in the areas of public facilities and

services, recreational opportunities, transportation and traffic, and man-made and natural
resources. Table 4-22, “System of Accounts - Other Social Effects Account,” compares the

effects the proposed alternatives would have on OSE resources.

Table 4-22. System of Accounts A Other Social Effects Account
Category Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5
No decrease in Same as Same as Same as
flood protection; Alternative 2 Alternative 2 Alternative 2
a. Public Health and Safety greater number of
: mosquitoes
b. Public Facilities and Service | See impacts to Same as Same as Same as
recreation. Alternative 2 Alternative 2 Alternative 2
¢. Recreation and Public Significant impact Same as Same as Same as
Access due to lost visitor Alternative 2 Alternative 2 Alternative 2
days and increased
maintenance
d. Traffic/Transportation Minor impact due Same as Same as Same as
to maintenance Alternative 2 Alternative 2 Alternative 2
¢. Man-made Resources None Same as Same as Same as
. Alternative 2 Alternative 2 Alternative 2
f. Natural Resources Increase in Same as Same as Same as
available Alternative 2 Alternative 2 Alternative 2
groundwater

4-39




4.6.9 Additional Evaluation Criteria

The alternative plans were also evaluated using the four criteria suggested by the U.S. Water
Resources Council. These criteria are completeness, effectiveness, efficiency, and acceptability.

4.6.9.1 Completeness

Completeness is the determination of whether or not the plan includes all elements necessary to
achieve the national objectives of the plan. Alternative 2 satisfies the criterion. This alternative
is considered cost-effective as a means of increasing water supply through water conservation
measures at Prado Dam.

4.6.9.2 Effectiveness

Effectiveness is defined as a measure of the extent to which a plan achieves its objectives. All
alternatives achieve the objective of increased water conservation. However, the degree to
which the plans address this objective differs. Alternative 2 provides the least amount of water
yield due to conservation, while Alternative 5 provides the most yield. All other Alternatives
produce a yield between Alternatives 2 and 5. Therefore, Alternative 5 is the most effective

alternative.
4.6.9.3 Efficiency

Efficiency is the cost effectiveness of the plan expressed in net economic benefits. Alternative 2
produces the greatest net economic benefits and is therefore the most efficient plan.

4.6.9.4 Acceptability

Acceptability is defined as acceptance of the plan by OCWD and the concerned public. OCWD
has chosen Alternative 2 ‘as its preferred alternative. The public commented on this study during
the circulation of the Draft EIS/EIR.

4.6.10 Public Coordination

The Public Workshop and Environmental Scoping Meeting, as referenced in Section 2.3, was
held 17 November 1997 in the City of Corona. The public review period of the Draft Report and
DEIS/EIR was from 20 August through 18 October 2004. The public meeting for the Draft
Report and DEIS/EIR was held 22 September 2004 at the OCWD headquarters in the City of
Fountain Valley. Minutes from both the Scoping Meeting and the Public Review Period
(including the public meeting) are contained in appendix G of the EIS/EIR.



5 DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED PLAN

5.1 NED Plan

The NED plan presented in Chapter IV, "Plan Formulation," is Alternative 2. Under this
alternative, flood season water conservation would occur to elevation 498 ft (151.8 m) NGVD
plus non-flood season water conservation to elevation 505 ft (153.9 m). This alternative
combination would provide average annual water conservation yield of 240,000 AF

(296.1 million m %) in years 2000, 2001, and 2002, and 318,000 AF (392.2 million m %) at future
condition (by year 2052). The future condition yield represents an increase of about 34 percent
over current yield. If the yleld for Alternative 2 is compared to the w1thout -project future
condition, then the increase in yield is about 4,000 AF (4.9 million m %). The project would
produce $459,000 in net annual NED benefits and would have a benefit/cost ratio of 4.3.

Operation and Maintenance

The operational changes associated with the NED Plan include allowing water for water
conservation to be temporarily impounded in the buffer pool during the flood season and
maintaining a Seasonal Pool during non-flood season above the Debris Pool. If unfavorable
weather is forecast, the reservoir will be drawn down to a required water surface elevation, even
as low as the Debris Pool, to provide adequate flood protection to downstream areas. Water
conservation releases from the dam w111 correspond with the capacity of the downstream
spreading grounds up to 600 cfs (17 m 3/s). Flood control releases will be performed up to the
capacity of the downstream channel. Maintenance intervals for the facility would increase due to
the increase in sediment trapped due to water conservation. Maintenance will be performed on
an "as-needed basis" and has an estimated life cycle cost increase from the without project
condition of $9,800 annually. Maintenance would most likely be performed in September prior
to start of the flood season, if necessary. The annual costs associated with cleanup and damage
repairs due to increased maximum water surface elevation as compared to the without project
alternative would be about $5,000.

Environmental Commitments

Mitigation is required to reduce adverse impacts of the project to less than significant.
Mitigation commitments for the NED plan include: replenishing sediment eroded at River View
Golf Course, water quality best management practices, compensation for lost habitat, increased
mosquito abatement to protect public health and safety, and potential cultural resources
mitigation. The following identifies in more detail the required environmental mitigation
commitments of the NED plan.
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Sediment Erosion

When maximum discharge rates are realized under the proposed water conservation operations,
sediment material at the downstream River View Golf Course will need to be replaced more
frequently compared to existing conditions and any required reconstruction at the golf course
will need to occur. The increased cost of this repair and maintenance will be borne by the
Orange County Water District.

Water Quality

Sediment removal activities within Prado Basin may occur more frequently, due to increased
sediment and debris deposition than under existing conditions. Maintenance vehicles used in
sediment removal activities will be serviced in a manner that contains fluids, such as lubricants,
within impervious areas. Any water pollution permits, such as for dewatering discharges, will be
acquired by the contractor(s).

The contractor(s) will implement “good housekeeping” practices and requirements (best
management practices), including vehicle wash-down areas, onsite and offsite tracking control,
protection of equipment storage and maintenance areas, and sweeping of highways and roadways
related to hauling activities. Procedures for controlling surface fluids, such as water, oil, and
gasoline, may include using check dams for drainage control, collecting waste fluids in ponds or
other retention structures, installing equipment to avoid spills, providing concrete or asphalt
wash pads for cleaning trucks and other maintenance equipment, and properly designing
concrete equipment cleaning areas.

Biological Resources

OCWD will dedicate 37 acres (15.4 ha) of land within the Prado Basin that they already own as
required upstream mitigation. This land is above elevation 508 feet, and thereby will not be
impacted by water conservation operations under the recommended plan.

Cultural Resources

In the event that unknown resources are uncovered during implementation of water conservation,
the Corps must comply with 36 CFR 800.11, Properties Discovered During

Implementation of an Undertaking. This CFR requires additional mitigation measures as
developed in consultation with the SHPO and the ACHP.

Public Health and Safety

If an increase in mosquitoes and nuisances to the public results from increased water
impoundment levels behind Prado Dam or water releases from Prado Dam, OCWD will provide
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an increase in mosquito abatement in the Prado Basin area. Increase in mosquito abatement will
be provided through contributions of funds by OCWD to the Northwest Mosquito Abatement
District, West Valley Vector Control District, or Orange County Vector Control District so that
mosquito nuisances to the public are reduced to less than significant.

Real Estate Impacts

The property to be affected by the NED Plan is already owned by the Corps or OCWD; as a
result, no estates are required for the proposed project. Leases and subleases within the Prado
Basin that would be affected by the proposed project are described in the Real Estate Appendix.
The affected leases contain provisions allowing the Corps to inundate the leased lands. There are
no relocations of homes required, no minerals and no relocations of facilities or utilities.

Recreational Impacts

The NED Plan will also impact existing and future recreation activities within the Prado Dam
Basin. Specifically the NED Plan would result in increased physical degradation to a portion of
existing recreational uses. Recreation and other uses that are below elevation 505 ft. would
experience an average of 6 additional days of inundation per year under present conditions and
20 days additional inundation per year under future conditions. The Prado Petroleum Company
(elevation 493 to 505 ft), agricultural leases (elevation 490 to 510 ft), Raahauge's Hunting Club
(elevation 485 to 514 ft), the Flyway Foundation (elevation 485 to 520 ft), and Richardson's Dog
Training facility (elevation 490 to 554 ft) would experience significantly more inundation under
the 5-year and 100-year frequency flood events compared to existing operations. This increased
inundation could physically degrade these facilities.

Inundation of existing recreational and other uses within Prado Basin will not require mitigation
measures to be taken, as these uses are floodable per the terms of existing real estate instruments,
and no new recreational facilities will be constructed at the lower elevations within Prado Basin.
Following inundation of existing recreational and other uses downstream of Prado Basin,
maintenance activities to restore these uses to their pre-inundation condition will be required.
Similarly, future recreational uses designated within county and city plans that are proposed to
be located within the project alternatives’ inundation areas shall be designed to allow periodic
inundation or else located outside of inundation areas within Prado Basin. No significant impacts
are anticipated after implementation of the mitigation measures for downstream uses.
Implementation of these mitigation measures will be the responsibility of OCWD.

5.2 Locally Preferred Plan

There is no Locally Preferred Plan as OCWD has decided that the NED Plan (Alternative 2) is
the most viable alternative.



5.3 Plan Selection

The plan selected for implementation is Alternative 2, the NED Plan. The NED Plan provides
the greatest net economic benefits, while at the same time requiring the least amount in
mitigation costs compared to the other “action” alternatives. While Alternatives 3 through 5
result in greater water conservation opportunities, the release rates required to draw the water
pool down to elevation 490 feet (top of Debris Pool) in 24-hours are greater than 5,000 cfs for all
of these alternatives. As mentioned in section 4.5.1, releases greater than 5,000 cfs have resulted
in damages downstream. Alternative 2 is, therefore, similar to Alternative 1 (the “no-action”
alternative) in that no downstream damages occur. Alternative 2 results in an annual increase of
4,000 acre-feet of water conservation yield (future conditions) over Alternative 1.
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6 PLANIMPLEMENTATION

6.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the Federal and non-Federal responsibilities and procedures for
implementation of the Selected Plan.

6.2 Water Conservation Plan

The implementation of the NED plan is expected to begin before the improvements to the outlet
structure and the downstream channel are completed as discussed in the Phase II GDM. The
requirements for increasing water conservation based on the NED plan include the following.

6.2.1. Real Estate Requirements

Of the many leases and subleases within the Prado Basin, only two leases would be adversely
affected by the proposed project:

1. County of San Bernardino lease with the Corps

2. Richardson’s Dog Training Facility Sublease with the County of San Bernardino

The parent lease between San Bernardino County and the Corps grants the rights, privileges and
protections to the Federal Government to flood and inundate these lands. San Bernardino
County would be responsible for any arrangements or revisions to their sublease agreement with
the dog training facility.

OCWD understands that it is responsible for any and all damages resulting from inundation to
these lands that occurs solely as a result of water conservation. OCWD already has a
compensation in place with the owner of Richardson’s Dog Training Facility, and this
arrangement will continue.

6.2.2. Environmental Mitigation Requirements

The NED, Alternative 2, will require environmental mitigation. In Alternative 2, the water
conservation pool would be at elevation 498 ft (151.8 m) during flood season and at 505 ft
(153.9 m) during non-flood season in years 2004 through 2053. Impacts within the basin would
include the following: 216.1 ac (87.6 ha) of willow woodland and 3.5 ac (1.4 ha ) of mixed
eucalyptus and willow woodland for a total of 219.6 ac (89.0 ha). To reduce these impacts, the
following measures are recommended.

1. The entire 89.0 ha (219.6 ac) have already been mitigated at 50 percent. An additional 6.3
percent mitigation (or 6.9 ac [2.8 ha]) for impacts on the remaining 109.8 ac (44.5 ha) is
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all that is required based on the additional number of days of inundation at 498 ft in a 100-
year flood event. OCWD has acquired 6.9 ac (2.8 ha) for restoration. This land was
parceled out from a 112-ac (45.4-ha) parcel within Prado Basin that is available for

restoration.

2. OCWD will provide compensation to the Santa Ana River Conservation Trust Fund for
maintenance of the 6.9 ac (2.9 ha) of riparian habitat that has been acquired for
restoration. The total compensation will be $25,000/ac for a total of $172,500.

Impacts downstream of the Basin include the understory associated with 146.4 ac (59.3 ha) of
native riparian vegetation. Understory is assumed to occupy 30 percent of the total area, or
43.9 ac (17.8 ha). Only about 50 percent of the understory, or about 22.0 ac (8.9 ha) will be
impacted.

3. OCWD has acquired 22.0 ac (8.9 ha) from the remaining 105.1 ac (42.5 ha) of the
original 112-ac (45.4-ha) parcel within the Prado Basin that is available for mitigation.

4. OCWD has provided compensation to the Santa Ana River Conservation Trust Fund for
maintenance of the 22.0 ac (8.9 ha) of riparian habitat that has been acquired for
restoration. The total compensation will be $25,000/ac for a total of $550,000.

6.2.3. Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement, and Rehabilitation (OMRR&R)
Requirements.

The Corps will direct OMRR&R activities. The Corps will conduct normal OMRR&R flood
control activities with additional funds for water conservation related costs to be provided by
OCWD paid in advance of activities.

The water conservation operations under the proposed project will be carried out by the Corps’
Reservoir Operation Center (ROC) in coordination with the OCWD depending on the water
surface elevation behind the dam, inflow to the dam, and meteorological forecasts. The Corps
will retain full discretion over when the reservoir is placed in water conservation mode. An
agreement between the Corps and OCWD, which incorporates the above requirements, will have
to be reached following the completion of the Feasibility Study.
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Change in OMRR Requirements

The operations, maintenance, repair, and replacement (OMRR) requirements for the flood
control project would need to be modified in the Water Control Manual for Prado Dam to reflect
any new requirements associated with increasing water conservation.

Water Rights

The SWRCB has jurisdiction over issuing permits for water rights. It needs to be investigated if
a new permit will need to be filed for the potential increase in conservation yield.

6.3 Institutional Requirements

In order to implement the selected plan, the OCWD would be required to comply with Section
110 of the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2005 (Public Law 108-447). Said Section reads as
follows: “The Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works shall enter into an agreement
with the Orange County Water District, Orange County, California for purposes of water
conservation storage and operations to provide at a minimum a conservation level up to elevation
498 feet mean sea level during the flood season, and up to elevation 505 feet mean sea level
during the non-flood season at Prado Dam, California. The Orange County Water District shall
pay to the Government only the separable costs associated with implementation and operation
and maintenance of Prado Dam for water conservation.”

The separable costs mentioned in Section 110 above are in addition to those costs associated
with the formulation of the NED plan. The NED costs, listed tables S-2 and 4-16 of this report,
were derived using the traditional plan formulation method of benefit/cost analysis. The NED
costs are associated solely with the increase of four feet in the flood season water conservation
elevation (494 to 498 ft.) from the current 490-494 ft. flood season water conservation elevation
range. The separable costs are associated with the operation and maintenance for all water
conservation operations (i.e., flood season operations to elevations 494 and 498 feet, and non-
flood season operations to elevation 505 feet) OMRR&R costs, were derived from actual
operation and maintenance records for Prado Dam. The OMRR&R costs are presented in table
6-1 and will be incorporated into the memorandum of agreement described in paragraph (2)
herein.

Specifically, Orange County Water District would be required to accomplish the following:
(1)  Assume responsibility for all separable costs associated with implementation of the

selected plan and increased Federal operation and maintenance costs. The estimates of
these separable costs are contained in table 6-1 at the end of this section.
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Sign a memorandum of agreement with the Corps that includes the following
indemnification clause: “OCWD shall hold and save the government, including its
officers, agents and employees, harmless from damages and claims for damages,
including costs of defending such claims, that may arise by reason of operation and
maintenance of the project pursuant t to this agreement, and that would not have arisen
if the operation and maintenance of the project had not been pursuant to this
agreement. Upon written notice from the Government, OCWD shall take over the
defense of any such claim. This Article shall not apply to damages caused exclusively
by negligence of the Government or its employees. This Article shall apply to claims
that arise after termination of this agreement, from operations as described in this
agreement, regardless of whether such operations occurred before or after the
termination of this agreement. The Government does not warrant delivery of any
quantity of water and the failure of reservoir regulation, in accordance with this
agreement, to produce water for conservation in any quantity shall not be grounds for a
claim for damages against the Government.” This memorandum of agreement will
replace the existing memorandum of agreement dated 15 December 1993.

Obtain and secure all permits, licenses, and water rights necessary to utilize the
increased safe yield created by the project.

Keep and maintain books, records, documents, and other evidence pertaining
to costs and expenses incurred pursuant to the project to the extent and in such
detail as will properly reflect total project costs.

Perform, or cause to be performed, any investigations for hazardous substances that
are determined necessary to identify the existence and extent of any hazardous
substances regulated under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 USC 9601-9675, that may exist in,
on, or under lahds, easements or rights-of-way necessary for the construction,
operation, and maintenance of the project; except that OCWD shall not perform such
investigations on lands, easements, or rights-of-way that the Government determines
to be subject to the navigational servitude without prior specific written direction by
the Government.

Assume complete financial responsibility for all necessary cleanup and response

costs of any CERCLA regulated materials located in, on, or under lands, easements, or
rights-of-way that the Government determines necessary for the construction,
operation, or maintenance of the project.

To the maximum extent practicable, fulfill its non-Federal cooperation responsibilities
in a manner that will not cause liability to arise under CERCLA.
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(12)

(13)
(14)

(15)

(16)

Prevent future encroachments on project lands, easements, and rights-of-way that
might interfere with the proper functioning of the project.

Comply with the applicable provisions of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, Public law 91-646, as amended

(42 U.S.C. 4601-4655), by title IV of the Surface Transportation and Uniform
Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-17), and the Uniform Regulations
contained in 49 CFR part 24, in acquiring lands, easements, and rights-of-way, and
performing relocations for construction, operation, and maintenance of the project, and
inform all affected persons of applicable benefits, policies, and procedures in
connection with said act.

Comply with all applicable Federal and State laws and regulations, including

Section 601 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Public Law 88-352, and Department of
Defense Directive 5500.11 issued pursuant thereto, as well as Army Regulation 600-7,
entitled "Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Handicap in Programs and Activities
Assisted or Conducted by the Department of the Army," and Section 402 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended (33 U.S.C. 701b-12), requiring non-
Federal preparation and implementation of flood plain management plans.

Implement an annual mitigation plan in accordance with the environmental
commitments in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that accompanies this
report or an environmental mitigation plan approved by the Corps. The mitigation
measures, including those for mosquito abatement and cultural resources, must be
implemented prior to commencing any seasonal additional water conservation.

Provide all cultural resource preservation mitigation and data recovery costs
attributable to the project’s purpose that are in excess of one percent of the total
amount authorized to be appropriated for the project’s purpose.

Enter into an agreement that includes, but is not limited to, the forgoing requirements.
Pay all costs to the Government necessary to allow water conservation operation

of the reservoir to an elevation of 498 feet NGVD during the flood season and an
elevation of 505 feet NGVD during the non-flood season.

Acquire and pay all costs of acquiring water rights in accordance with State laws and
regulations, and if necessary to establish or defend, such water rights needed for

utilization of the additional water conservation measures provided.

Pay for 100 percent of the project costs, as shown in Section 4.6 of this report, since
water conservation is a 100 percent local cost. This is in accordance with project
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planning, engineering, and design (PED) cost-sharing principles provided by the
Corps’ Planning Guidance Notebook, Engineering Regulation (ER) 1105-2-100, as
modified by Section 110 of the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2005 (Public Law
108-447). Section 110 of the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2005 (Public Law
108-447) is the appropriate authority for this action.

(17) Enter into an agreement with Orange County Flood Control District (OCFCD) to
address the relationship and impact of the proposed water conservation plan to the
OCFCD’s responsibilities for operation and maintenance of the Santa Ana River
Mainstem, and the impacts of the proposed water conservation on lands downstream
of Prado Basin owned by Orange County and the OCFCD.

Table 6-1. OMRR&R Requirements for Water Conservation

OMRR&R ACTIVITY FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY | ESTIMATED COST

Dam Tenders OCWD $36,000
Maintenance OCWD $20,400
Engineering OCWD $83,400
Equipment Rentals OCWD $12,000
Dump Fees OCWD $2,100
Total OCWD $153,900

6.4 Federal Responsibﬂity for Implementing the Selected Plan

6.4.1 Water Control Manual

Following the approval of the report, a water control plan for the approved alternative will be
developed by the Corps. The water control plan will be reviewed by the Reservoir Regulation
Section to ensure that it is feasible for implementation on a real-time basis. The Water Control
Plan will include information on: (1) how the Quantitative Precipitation forecast will be
accomplished, (2) how the runoff forecast will be done, and (3) how sediment inflow will be
measured and removed. The Water Control Plan will contain the applicable operation plan
depending on the construction status of the dam. The adapted water control plan will be
documented in a revised water control manual that will also contain pertinent information on the
dam, watershed, downstream channels, related upstream and downstream structures, hydrologic
instrumentation, hydrologic forecasts, and other information related to reservoir operation.
Creation of the water control manual will be funded (100 percent) by OCWD. Costs for the
Water Control Manual could approximate $100,000. The preparation and approval of a new
Water Control Manual may take about 1-1/2 years.
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6.4.2 Memorandum of Agreement

An agreement between OCWD and the Corps will be developed identifying requirements and
responsibilities of the parties. This agreement will incorporate elements of the existing 1993
water conservation agreement, primarily with respect to operation and maintenance
responsibility amongst the parties, and the existing 1993 agreement will be terminated. The
existing agreement, titled “Memorandum of Agreement between the Department of the Army
and the Orange County Water District for the Operation of Prado Dam for Seasonal Additional
Water Conservation” and executed 15 December 1993, is appended to this report.
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7 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

Implementation of a plan to increase water conservation at Prado Dam presents an opportunity to
increase the groundwater supply in the Orange County Groundwater Basin. Although the
alternatives presented in this study do not ensure that water supplies will remain adequate
following implementation, they do help to establish the intent of using alternative water supplies
(those other than the Colorado River or State Water Project) by local water agencies. This
Feasibility Study has identified the water surface elevation of 498 ft (151.8 m) NGVD as a
feasible means of increasing groundwater supply.

The NED Plan would provide additional groundwater yields of approximately 4,000 AF per year
(4.9 million m’ per year) in the future. Currently, it appears that the NED Plan is economically,
engineeringly, and environmentally feasible. The NED Plan would generate an annual net
benefit of about $459,000.

An agreement shall be entered into between the Corps and OCWD regarding the responsibilities
for plan implementation, additional incremental O&M costs, and renegotiation of lease or
compensation to Richardson’s Dog Training, Inc. due to water conservation. A new operation
plan must be completed. The recommendations contained herein reflect the information available
at this time and current Department policies governing formulation of individual projects.

/1

A ieutenant Colonel John V. Guenther, USACE
Acting District Engineer

5ﬁmrda?m§/

Date
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planning, engineering, and design
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Reservoir Operation Center

Corona Expressway
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Regional Water Quality Control Board

Santa Ana River
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total dissolved solids

‘United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
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wastewater treatment plant
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S SUMMARY

alternative. A detailed discussion of the characteristics of each project alternative is provided in
Section 2. A detailed discussion of the impacts of each project alternative is provided in Section
4.

Following is a summary of the characteristics and environmental impacts of each project

S.1 PROJECT SITE LOCATION

The Prado Basin is located in the western portion of Riverside County, California. The Prado Basin,
as defined by the 169.6-meter (m) (566 foot [ft]) contour, encompasses approximately 3,925 hectares
(ha) (9,700 acres [ac]) surrounding the Santa Ana River northeast of the junction of the Riverside
Freeway (SR-91) and the Corona Expressway (SR-71), and west of Interstate 15 (I-15). The Prado
Basin falls within both the County of Riverside and County of San Bernardino, and is bordered by the
Cities of Corona to the south and east, and Norco to the east. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
administers approximately 2,950 ha (7,300 ac) of federally owned lands in the basin, most of which is
leased out for recreation purposes. The Orange County Water District administers approximately 970
ha (2,400 ac) in the Basin. The Santa Ana River drainage area includes the southwestern slopes of the
San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains, as well as the broad alluvial valleys of
Riverside and San Bernardino Counties. The total drainage area covers 5,838 square kilometers (km?)
(2,255 square miles [mi?]), ranging in elevation from sea level to 3,650 m (11,985 ft) at Mount San
Gorgonio.

S.2 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The purpose of this Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) is to
identify the environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the proposed action.
The EIS/EIR assesses the potential project-specific and cumulative impacts associated with
implementing nine project alternatives. Implementation of these alternatives (Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and
5) is dependent upon the completion of modifications along the Santa Ana River. For Prado Dam, this
includes the outlets and downstream channel components of the Phase II General Design
Memorandum for the Santa Ana River Mainstem Project. The estimated timeframe for completion of
these improvements is the year 2002.

S.2.1 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

This alternative involves no change in existing operations. During the flood season from October 1
through the end of February, water can be impounded up to elevation 494 ft. If unfavorable weather is
forecast, water is drawn down as low as the 490-ft level within 24 hours to accommodate the
anticipated inflow volume and thus ensure sufficient capacity for flood control purposes. During the
non-flood season from March 1 through September 30, the water impoundment level can rise to
elevation 505 ft. If maintenance is required on the Prado outlet structure and gates, the reservoir is
evacuated before the 1* of September to allow for necessary maintenance activities.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study
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S.2.2 ALTERNATIVE 2: FLOOD SEASON WATER CONSERVATION UP TO
ELEVATION 498 FEET AND NON-FLOOD SEASON WATER CONSERVATION
UP TO ELEVATION 505 FEET

During the flood season from October 1 through the end of February, water could be impounded up to
elevation 498 ft. If unfavorable weather were forecast, water could be drawn down as low as elevation
490 ft within 24 bhours to accommodate anticipated inflow volume and ensure sufficient capacity for
flood control purposes. As with current operations during the non-flood season from March 1 through
September 30, the water impoundment level could rise up to elevation 505 ft. If maintenance were
required on the Prado outlet structure and gates, the reservoir could be evacuated before the 1* of
September to allow for necessary maintenance activities.

S.23 ALTERNATIVE 3: FLOOD SEASON WATER CONSERVATION UP TO
ELEVATION 500 FEET AND NON-FLOOD SEASON WATER CONSERVATION
UP TO ELEVATION 505 FEET

During the flood season from October 1 through the end of February, water could be impounded up to
elevation 500 ft. If unfavorable weather were forecast, water could be drawn down as low as elevation
490 ft within 24 hours to accommodate anticipated inflow volume and ensure sufficient capacity for
flood control purposes. As with current operations during the non-flood season from March 1 through
September 30, the water impoundment level could rise up to elevation 505 ft. If maintenance were
required on the Prado outlet structure and gates, the reservoir could be evacuated before the 1% of
September to allow for necessary maintenance activities.

S.2.4 ALTERNATIVE 4: FLOOD SEASON WATER CONSERVATION UP TO
ELEVATION 505 FEET AND NON-FLOOD SEASON WATER CONSERVATION
UP TO 505 FEET

During the flood season from October 1 through the end of February, water could be impounded up to
elevation 505 ft. If unfavorable weather were forecast, water could be drawn down as low as elevation
490 ft within 24 hours to accommodate anticipated inflow volume and ensure sufficient capacity for
flood control purposes. As with current operations during the non-flood season from March 1 through
September 30, the water impoundment level could also be impounded to elevation 505 fi. If
maintenance were required on the Prado outlet structure and gates, the reservoir could be evacuated
before the 1* of September to allow for necessary maintenance activities.

S.25 ALTERNATIVE 5: FLOOD SEASON WATER CONSERVATION UP TO
ELEVATION 508 FEET AND NON-FLOOD SEASON WATER CONSERVATION
UP TO 508 FEET

During the flood season from October 1 through the end of February, water could be impounded up to
elevation 508 ft. If unfavorable weather were forecast, water could be drawn down as low as elevation
490 ft within 24 hours to accommodate anticipated inflow volume and ensure sufficient capacity for
flood control purposes’. During the non-flood season from March 1 through September 30, the water
impoundment level could also be impounded to elevation 508 ft, which is 3 ft higher than under
current operations. If maintenance were required on the Prado outlet structure and gates, the reservoir
could be evacuated before the 1* of September to allow for necessary maintenance activities.
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S3 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

The summary of impacts provided in Table S-1 is derived from Section 4. Impacts of the project are
categorized as: (1) NI, no impact; (2) NS, not significant (impact that falls below the established
threshold of significance); (3) SM, significant but mitigated (potentially significant adverse change,
however mitigation measure(s) provided to reduce impact to level considered less than significant); (4)
SU, significant unavoidable adverse (significant adverse changes that cannot be mitigated to level
considered less than significant); (5) B, Beneficial impact.

S4 SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES

The following summary of mitigation measures is derived from Section 4.
S.4.1 EARTH RESOURCES

Alternatives 1

No mitigation is required.

1

Alternatives 2, 3. 4, and 5

Issue 4.1.1: Increased Underseepage Through Dam Foundation.
No mitigation is required.

Issue 4.1.2: Alteration of the Existing Topography.

No mitigation is required.

Issue 4.1.3: Effect of Groundshaking from Nearby Faults.

No mitigation is required.

Issue 4.1.4: Induced Se:fismicity from Increased Water Impoundment Levels.
No mitigation is required.

S4.2 WATER RESOURCES

Hydrology

Alternative 1

No mitigation is required.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study
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Alternatives 2, 3. 4. and 5

Issue 4.2.1: Accumulation of Sediment or Debris Within the Prado Dam Basin Area.

No mitigation is required.

Issue 4.2.2: Potential Impacts on Existing Downstream Flood Control Facilities.

No mitigation is required.

Issue 4.2.3: Increased Yields of Groundwater Recharge.

No mitigation is required.

Issue 4.2.4: Increased Sediment Erosion at the Downstream River View Golf Course

When maximum discharge rates are realized under the proposed water conservation operations,

sediment material at the downstream River View Golf Course will need to be replaced more frequently
compared to existing conditions and any required reconstruction at the golf course will need to occur.

Water Quality
Alternative 1
No mitigation is required.

Alternatives 2. 3.4, and 5

Issue 4.2.5: Impacts of Surface Water Quality Downstream of Prado Dam.
No mitigation is required.
Issue 4.2.6: Impacts of; Surface Water Quality Within the Prado Dam Basin Area.
No mitigation is requirl&lad.
1.
S4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Alternative 1
No mitigation is required.
Alternative 2
Impacts within the Basin would include the following: 87.6 ha (216.1 ac) of willow woodland and 1.4

ha (3.5 ac) of mixed eucalyptus and willow woodland for a total of 89.0 ha (219.6 ac). To reduce these
impacts, the following measures are recommended.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study
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1. The entire 89.0 ha (219.6 ac) have already been mitigated at 50 percent. To phrase it
another way, 44.5 ha (109.8 ac) have already been mitigated at 100%. An additional 6.3
percent mitigation (or 2.8 ha [6.9 ac]) for impacts on the remaining 44.5 ha (109.8 ac) is
all that is required based on the additional number of days of inundation at 498 ft in a 100-
year flood event. The local sponsor will acquire 2.8 ha (6.9 ac) for restoration. This land
will be obtained from a 45.4-ha (112-ac) parcel within Prado Basin that is available for
restoration.

2. The local sponsor will provide compensation to the Trust Fund for maintenance of the 2.9
ha (6.9 ac) of riparian habitat that will be acquired for restoration. The total compensation
will be $25,000/ac for a total of $172,500.

Impacts downstream of the Basin include the understory associated with 59.3 ha (146.4 ac) of native
riparian vegetation. Understory is assumed to occupy 30 percent of the total area, or 17.8 ha (43.9 ac).
Only about 50 percent of the understory, or about 8.9 ha (22.0 ac) will be impacted.

3. The local sponsor will acquire 8.9 ha (22.0 ac) from the remaining 42.5 ha (105.1 ac) of
the original 45.4-ha (112-ac) parcel within the Prado Basin that is available for mitigation.

4. " The local sponsor will provide compensation to the Trust Fund for maintenance of the 8.9
ha (22.0 ac) of riparian habitat that will be acquired for restoration. The total
compensation will be $25,000/ac for a total of $550,000.

Alternative 3

Impacts within the Basin would include the following: 138.5 ha (341.7 ac) of willow woodland and
2.1 ha (5.2 ac) of mixed eucalyptus and willow woodland for a total of 140.6 ha (346.9 ac). To reduce
these impacts, the following measures are recommended.

1. The entire 140.6 ha (346.9 ac) have already been mitigated at 50 percent; an additional
11.6 percent mitigation for the remaining 70.2 ha (173.5 ac), or 8.1 ha (20.1 ac), is all that
is required based on the additional number of days of inundation at 500 ft in a 100-year
flood event. The local sponsor will acquire 8.1 ha (20.1 ac) for restoration. This land will
be obtained from a 45.4-ha (112-ac) parcel within Prado Basin that is available for
restoration.

2. The local sponsor will provide compensation to the Trust Fund for maintenance of the 8.1
ha (20.1 ac) of riparian habitat that will be acquired for restoration. The total
compensation will be $25,000/ac for a total of $502,500.

Impacts downstream of the Basin include the understory associated with 71.0 ha (175.3 ac) of native
riparian vegetation. Understory is assumed to occupy 30 percent of the total area, or 21.3 ha (52.6 ac).
Only about 50 percent of the understory, or about 10.7 ha (26.3 ac), will be impacted.

3. The local sponsor will acquire 10.6 ha (26.3 ac) from the remaining 37.2 ha (91.9 ac) of
the original 45.4-ha (112-ac) parcel within the Prado Basin that is available for mitigation.

4, The local sponsor will provide compensation to the Trust Fund for maintenance of the
10.6 ha (26.3 ac) of riparian habitat that will be acquired for restoration. The total
compensation will be $25,000/ac for a total of $657,500.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study
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Alternative 4

Impacts within the Basin would include the following: 256.1 ha (632.7 ac) of willow woodland and
3.9 ha (9.7 ac) of mixed eucalyptus and willow woodland for a total of 260.0 ha (642.4 ac). To reduce
these impacts, the following measures are recommended.

1.

The entire 260.0 ha (642.4 ac) have already been mitigated at 50 percent; an additional
29.6 percent mitigation for the remaining 130.0 ha (321.2 ac), or 38.5 ha 95.1 ac), is all
that is required based on the additional number of days of inundation at 505 ft in a 100-
year flood event. The local sponsor will acquire 38.5 ha (95.1 ac) for restoration from a
45.4-ha (112-ac) parcel within Prado Basin that is available for restoration.

The local sponsor will provide compensation to the Trust Fund for maintenance of the
38.5 ha (95.1 ac) of riparian habitat that will be acquired for restoration. The total
compensation will be $25,000/ac for a total of $2,377,500.

Impacts downstream of the Basin include the understory associated with 112.9 ha (278.6 ac) of native
riparian vegetation. Understory is assumed to occupy 30 percent of the total area, or 33.9 ha (83.6 ac).
Only about 50 percent of the understory, or about 17.0 ha (41.8 ac) will be impacted.

3.

The local sponsor will acquire the remaining 6.8 ha (16.9 ac) of the original 45.4-ha (112-
ac) parcel within the Prado Basin that is available for mitigation.

The local sponsor will provide compensation to the Trust Fund for maintenance of the 6.8
ha (16.9 ac) of riparian habitat that will be acquired for restoration. The total
compensation will be $25,000/ac for a total of $422,500.

The local sponsor will provide compensation for the loss of an additional 10.1 ha (24.9 ac)
of native riparian woodland understory. This compensation will be $50,000/ac for a total
of $1,245,000.

Alternative 5

Impacts within the Basin would include the following: 370.7 ha (914.8 ac) of willow woodland, 1.9 ha
(4.8 ac) of riparian scrub, and 5.4 ha (13.4 ac) of mixed eucalyptus and willow woodland, for a total of
378.0 ha (933.0 ac). Of this 378.0 ha (933.0 ac), 260.3 ha (642.4 ac) is between elevations 494 and
505 ft. The remaining 117.7 ha (290.6 ac) are between 505 and 508 ft elevation. To reduce these
impacts, the following measures are recommended.

1.

There are 260.3 ha (642.4 ac) that are located between elevations 494 and 505 ft that have
already been mitigated at 50 percent. The remaining 130.2 ha (321.2 ac) will be mitigated
at 29.6 percent, for a total of 38.5 ha (95.1 ac). The remaining 117.7 ha (290.6 ac) that are
between 505 and 508 ft elevation will be mitigated at 73.3 percent of its habitat value, or
86.3 ha (213.0 ac), based on the additional number of days of inundation at 508 ft in a
100-year flood event. Therefore, a total of 124.8 ha (308.1 ac) will be required to be
mitigated. The local sponsor will acquire a 45.4-ha (112-ac) parcel within the Prado Basin
that is available for restoration. This acquisition will provide partial mitigation.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study
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2, The local sponsor will provide compensation to the Trust Fund for the loss of an
additional 74.9 ha (196.1 ac) of riparian habitat. This compensation will be $50,000/ac for
a total of $9,805,000.

3. The local sponsor will provide compensation to the Trust Fund for maintenance of the
riparian habitat on the 112-ac parcel that will be acquired for restoration. This
compensation will be $25,000/ac for a total of $2,800,000.

Impacts downstream of the Basin include the understory associated with 159.8 ha (394.3 ac) of native
riparian vegetation. Understory is assumed to occupy 30 percent of the total area, or 47.9 ha (118.3
ac). Only about 50 percent of the understory, or about 24.0 ha (59.2 ac) will be impacted.

4. The local sponsor will provide compensation for the loss of 24.0 ha (59.2 ac) of native
riparian woodland understory. This compensation will be $50,000/ac for a total of
$2,960,000.

S4.4 AIR QUALITY
Alternative 1

No mitigation is required.

Alternatives 2, 3,4, and 5

Issue 4.4.1: Exhaust and Fugitive Dust Emissions from Maintenance-Related Activities Downstream
of Prado Dam.

No mitigation is required.
S4.5 NOISE
Alternative 1

No mitigation is requiréd.

Alternatives 2. 3. 4. and 5

Issue 4.5.1: Noise Emissions from Periodic Maintenance Activities Downstream of Prado Dam

No mitigation is required.

S.4.6 LAND USE AND RECREATION
Alternative 1

No mitigation is required.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study
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Alternatives 2,3.4.and 5

Issue 4.6.1: Effects on the Availability of Existing Recreational and Other Uses Resulting from
Inundation Within the Prado Basin Area.

No mitigation is required.

Issue 4.6.2: Effects Relating to the Physical Degradation of Existing Recreational and Other Uses
Resulting from Inundation Within the Prado Basin Area.

All recreation facilities within Prado Basin are required to be floodable. Following inundation of
existing recreational and other uses within the Prado Basin area, maintenance activities to restore these
uses to their pre-inundation condition may be required.

Issue 4.6.3: Effects on the Availability of Existing Recreational and Other Uses Resulting from
Inundation Below Prado Dam.

No mitigation is required.

Issue 4.6.4: Effects Relating to the Physical Degradation of Existing Recreational and Other Uses
Resulting from Inundation Below Prado Dam.

Following inundation of existing recreational and other uses downstream of Prado Dam, maintenance
activities to restore these uses to their pre-inundation condition may be required.

S.4.7 AESTHETICS
Alternative 1
No mitigation is required.

Alternatives 2. 3. 4, and 5

Issue 4.7.1: Alteration of Existing Views from Residences Surrounding Prado Basin.
No mitigation is required.

Issue 4.7.2: Alteration of Existing Views from State Route 71.

No mitigation is required.

Issue 4.7.3: Alteration of Views from Downstream Land Uses

No mitigation is required.

S4.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Alternative 1

No mitigation is required.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
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Alternatives 2. 3, and 4

Issue 4.8.1: Known National Register Eligible Resources Within Prado Basin.
No mitigation is required.
Issue 4.8.2: Known National Register Resources Downstream of Prado Dam

Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800) is required prior
to implementation of the project alternatives. The National Register eligible historic sites will require
a test excavation to determine their significance. If any of these are determined to be NRHP eligible,
specific mitigation measures would than be developed in accordance with the procedures in 36 CFR
800. The final mitigation measures would be developed in consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Office, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.

Issue 4.8.3: Unknown Cultural Resources.

In the event that previously unknown resources are uncovered during implementation of water
conservation, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will be required to comply with 36 CFR 800.11,
Properties ‘Discovered During Implementation of an Undertaking. This might occur if previously
undisturbed landforms are eroded away to reveal buried cultural resources. In such an event,
additional mitigation measures will be required. These additional mitigation measures will be
developed in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office, and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation.

Alternative 5
Issue 4.8.1: Known National Register Eligible Resources Within Prado Basin.

Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800) is required prior
to implementation of this alternative. The four potentially National Register (NRHP) eligible historic
sites will require a test excavation to determine their significance. If any of these are determined to be
NRHP eligible, specific mitigation measures will than be developed in accordance with the procedures
in 36 CFR 800. The" final mitigation measures will be developed in consultation with the State
Historic Preservation Office, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. It is likely that data
recovery will be the most feasible mitigation option.

Issue 4.8.2: Known National Register Resources Downstream of Prado Dam.

Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 (CFR 800) is required
prior to implementation of the project alternatives. The National Register eligible historic sites will
require a test excavation to determine their significance. If any of these are determined to be NRHP
eligible, specific mitigation measures would than be developed in accordance with the procedures in
36 CFR 800. The final mitigation measures would be developed in consultation with the State
Historic Preservation Office, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.

Issue 4.8.3: Unknown Cultural Resources.
In the event that previously unknown resources are uncovered during implementation of water

conservation to elevation 508 ft, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will be required to comply with 36
CFR 800.11, Properties Discovered During Implementation of an Undertaking. This might occur if

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
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previously undisturbed landforms are eroded away to reveal buried cultural resources. In such an
event, additional mitigation measures will be required. These additional mitigation measures will be
developed in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office, and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation.

S.4.9 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY
Alternative 1
No mitigation is required

Alternatives 2. 3, 4. and 5

Issue 4.9.1: Effects from Increases in Mosquitoes.

If an increase in mosquitoes and nuisances to the public results from increased water impoundment
levels behind Prado Dam or water releases from Prado Dam, an increase in mosquito abatement will
be provided in the Prado Basin area. Increases in mosquito abatement will be provided through
contribution of funds to the Northwest Mosquito Abatement District, West Valley Vector Control
District, or Orange County Vector Control District so that mosquito nuisances to the public are
reduced to less than significant.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
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1 INTRODUCTION

his EIS/EIR has been prepared to satisfy the requirements of the National Environmental Policy

Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, per the President's Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)

NEPA Regulations and the Department of Army Guidelines. In addition, this EIS/EIR has

been prepared in conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA
(California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.)], California CEQA Guidelines (California
Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.), and the rules, regulations, and procedures for
the implementation of CEQA, as adopted by Orange County.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is the federal agency with jurisdiction over the
proposed water conservation practices at the Prado Flood Control Basin (Prado Basin). The Orange
County Water District (OCWD) is the local sponsor and has jurisdiction over the proposed
alternatives.

This EIS/EIR is intended to serve as the primary environmental document for all actions associated
with the project, including all discretionary approvals requested or required to implement the project.

1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROJECT

It is the USACE’s policy to balance the use of reservoir resources by conserving as much water as
possible consistent with other environmental and fiscal constraints. The USACE regulation entitled
Water Control Management states in its policy section (33 CFR 222.7, 6d) that development and
execution of water control plans will include appropriate consideration for efficient water management
in accordance with the emphasis on water conservation as a national priority. The objectives of
efficient water control management are to produce beneficial water savings and improvements in the
availability and quality of water resulting from project regulation/operation. Balanced resource use
through improved regulation should be developed to conserve as much water as possible and
maximize all project functions consistent with project/system management.

The purpose of the proposed action is to increase conservation of surplus water at Prado Dam. Water
demands within the OCWD service area have resulted in a relatively constant drawdown of the local
aquifer by approximately 400,000 acre—feet per year over the past few years. The last time the aquifer
was full was in 1983, however the level of water in the OCWD aquifers has dropped to approximately
65 million acre-feet as a result of reduced rainfall. The County of Orange is planning for growth and
the inevitable population increase will demand more water. To reduce the need for expensive imported
water supplies, OCWD has initiated several water management projects to enhance groundwater
supplies, including water conservation at Prado Dam. Although the Dam’s primary operation function
is for flood control, changes have occurred in the operation to allow water from the Santa Ana River to
be held back during the flood and non-flood seasons. By releasing the floodwater slowly to OCWD’s
recharge facilities, the water is conserved before it runs into the ocean.

12 PURPOSE OF EIS/EIR

This draft EIS/EIR for the proposed Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study (State
Clearinghouse Number: 2004051004) has been prepared to evaluate the potential environmental
impacts associated with the implementation of the project alternatives. It is intended to serve as an
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Section 1 Introduction

informational document for the decision-makers and the public regarding the objectives and
components of the project alternatives and any potentially significant environmental impacts that may
be associated with the planning, construction, and operation of the project alternatives, as well as
identify appropriate feasible mitigation measures that may be adopted to reduce or eliminate these

impacts.

Under NEPA, the USACE is the lead agency for this project, as defined in Section 1501.5 of the
CEQ’s NEPA regulations. The lead agency supervises the preparation of the environmental
documentation for a proposed action and has the specific responsibility for carrying out or approving a
project that may have a significant effect upon the environment. The Orange County Water District
(OCWD) is the CEQA lead agency for the EIR.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is the only federal agency that is identified as a
cooperating agency. The USFWS has jurisdiction over the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and may
use this EIS/EIR along with other information that may be presented during the NEPA process in the
decision-making regarding the ESA. USFWS’s anticipated responsibilities are addressed in Section 2

of this EIS/EIR.

1.3 BACKGROUND

The USACE prepared a reconnaissance report entitled Seven Oaks and Prado Dams Water
Conservation Study, 1992 that evaluated water conservation potential at the two dams. The study
recommended that the Seven Oaks Dam portion of the study move into the feasibility phase, and that a
re-operation study be conducted for Prado Dam to optimize water conservation benefits. The USACE
prepared a supplemental reconnaissance report in July 1996 that incorporated new information and
conditions to determine if a feasibility study is warranted for Prado Dam. The reconnaissance study
prepared in 1996, was conducted under the direction provided in the House of Representatives Report

101-96 dated June 20, 1989.

Water conservation at Prado Dam has been part of the dam design since its construction in 1941. In
1985, a hydrology and water conservation study of Prado Reservoir was prepared. In 1988, an
analysis for the operation of Prado Dam for water conservation was conducted. In 1990, the water
control plan was revisgd to introduce a buffer pool from elevations 490 to 494 ft. The buffer pool
allowed the water control manager to limit releases from Prado Dam. This allowed the water control
manager to coordinate with OCWD to release water downstream at rates that facilitated OCWD’s
groundwater recharge activities. In 1993, the current operation for water conservation at Prado Dam
was approved which allowed the buffer pool elevation to increase from elevation 494 ft to elevation
505 ft during the non-flood season (March 1 to September 30). During the flood season (October 1 to
February 28), the buffer pool at Prado Dam is at elevation 494 ft. This current operation is within the
Water Control Manual, Prado Dam and Reservoir, Santa Ana River, California, prepared in 1994,

1.4 SCOPE OF EIS/EIR
1.4.1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The scoping process is a key component of the EIS/EIR process (40 CFR 1501.7 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15083, respectively). NEPA Guidelines require an early scoping process to
determine the scope of issues to be addressed and the significant issues related to the proposed action.
During the preparation of an EIS, federal agencies must make diligent efforts to involve the public by:
providing notice of public meetings; holding or sponsoring public meetings or hearings; soliciting
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information from the public; explaining where interested persons can receive information; and making
EIS’s available to the public (40 CFR 1506.6). In compliance with the NEPA and the state CEQA
Guidelines, the USACE and the OCWD have taken steps to maximize opportunities to participate in
the environmental process.

In accordance with NEPA Guidelines, a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare this EIS was published in
the Federal Register on November 20, 1997. The NOI is included in this document in Appendix A.

In accordance with NEPA Guidelines, a public scoping meeting is required for all projects that involve
preparation of an EIS. The purpose of a scoping meeting is to provide an opportunity for input from
agencies and interested parties. As part of the scoping process, the lead agency is to (1) invite the
participation of federal, state, and local agencies; (2) determine the scope and significant issues to be
addressed in the EIS; (3) identify and eliminate, from detailed study, the issues which are not
significant or which have been covered by prior environmental review; (4) allocate assignments for the
preparation of the EIS and indicate any environmental assessments and other EIS’s which are being
prepared; and (5) indicate the timing between the preparation of the EIS and the agency’s planning and
decision making schedule.

A public scoping meeting was held on November 17, 1997 in the City of Corona, California. At this
scoping meeting, the USACE and OCWD provided information to agencies and the public on the
purpose and status of the project and solicited input on the nature of environmental issues to be
addressed in the EIS/EIR. Notification of the public scoping meeting was mailed to public agencies,
individuals, and groups that have expressed interest in issues related to the Prado Dam Water
Conservation Study. Input provided by attendees covered such topics as flooding of existing land
uses, siltation, project phasing, water quality, fish and wildlife species, vectors, and economic impacts.
The full transcript of the scoping meeting is attached in Appendix B of this document.

142 ORGANIZATION AND FORMAT OF THIS EIS/EIR

This EIS/EIR addresses the potential environmental effects of the project alternatives. The scope of
the EIS/EIR includes issues raised by the USACE, the OCWD, and issues raised in response to the
NOI and public scoping meeting as well as environmental issues raised by agencies and the general
public in response to the project.

This draft EIS/EIR provides a detailed description of the alternatives. These descriptions are provided
in Section 2 of this EIS/EIR. A description of the affected environment, which describes the existing
conditions of all areas encompassed by each alternative (study area), is provided in Section 3. A
detailed impact analysis for each alternative, as well as mitigation measures to reduce the adversity of
the impacts identified for each alternative is provided in Section 4. Section 5 identifies the public
involvement associated with the proposed action. Section 6 identifies growth-inducing and cumulative
impacts. Section 7 identifies the relationship between short-term uses of the environment and long-
term environmental productivity. Section 8 identifies irreversible and irretrievable commitments of
resources. Section 9 lists those individuals and organizations that participated in the preparation of the
EIS/EIR. Section 10 and 11 are the references used in the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR and index
to the draft EIS/EIR, respectively.

Environmental impacts are not always mitigable to a level that is considered less than significant. In
those cases, impacts are considered significant unavoidable adverse impacts. In accordance with
Section 15093(b) of the state CEQA Guidelines, if a public agency approves a project that has
significant impacts that are not substantially mitigated (i.e., significant unavoidable impacts), the
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agency shall state in writing the specific reasons for approving the project, based on the final EIR and
any other information in the public record for the project. This is termed, per Section 15093 of the
state CEQA Guidelines, a "statement of overriding considerations.”

1.43 EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT

Through the NOI and public scoping process, the USACE determined that there was no evidence that
the project would cause significant effects in the following resource areas and determined that no
further environmental analysis or review of these resource areas was necessary:

Population and Housing
Public Services and Utilities
Energy and Mineral Resources
Transportation/Circulation

144 REVIEW OF THE DRAFT EIS/EIR

As part of the EIS/EIR process, this draft EIS/EIR is subject to public review pursuant to Section 1503
of the CEQ’s NEPA Regulations and to Section 15087 of the CEQA Guidelines. During the 45-day
review period, comments on the draft EIS/EIR should be forwarded to the following address:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Los Angeles District

P.0. Box 532711

Los Angeles, California 90053-2325
Attention: Alex Watt

Upon completion of the public review period, responses to comments received on the draft EIS/EIR
will be prepared in writing and incorporated into the final EIS/EIR. All parties commenting on the
EIS/EIR will receive responses. These responses may modify alternatives including the proposed
action; develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given serious consideration; supplement,
improve, or modify analysis in the EIS/EIR; make factual corrections; or may explain why comments
do not warrant further response.

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the Corps responses to comments received during the public
review period will be available for review at least 10 days prior to consideration of certification of the
final EIS/EIR. After the preparation and review of the final EIS/EIR, the USACE will prepare a
Record of Decision (ROD) regarding which of the alternatives was chosen and why. The ROD will be
published in the Federal Register. Should the project be approved, the OCWD will need to issue a
Notice of Determination (NOD) in accordance with the CEQA.

145 MITIGATION MONITORING

CEQA requires public agencies to adopt a monitoring or reporting program for the purpose of
ensuring compliance with those mitigation measures adopted or made a condition of project approval
in order to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects identified in an EIR. A mitigation-
monitoring program in accordance with the requirements of AB 3180 will be adopted at the time of
certification of the EIS/EIR.
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1.5 RELATIONSHIP TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION STATUTES AND OTHER
REQUIREMENTS

Consideration of federal, state, and local environmental laws, executive orders, and other policies in
the planning process is noted as follows:

1.51 FEDERAL
1.5.1.1 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as Amended

The Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study has been evaluated in accordance with the
requirements as set forth in Section 102 of the NEPA, the CEQ Regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR 1500 et seq.), and the USACE, Department of the Army
Environmental Quality, Procedures for Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
(33 CFR Parts 230 and 325). Reasonable alternatives have been considered during the planning
process. Potential environmental effects have been included in the evaluation of the project
alternatives, and all procedural review requirements of the aforementioned rules and regulations will
have been met as part of the EIS/EIR process. State and agency review have been completed, and the
ROD will be signed at the close of this process.

1.5.1.2 Clean Air Act

Air quality in the South Coast Air Basin (basin) is regulated by federal, state, and regional control
authorities. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is involved in local air quality
planning through the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended by the Clean Air Act Amendments of
1990 (the "1990 Amendments"). The EPA is responsible for setting and enforcing the national
standards for atmospheric pollutants. The EPA enforces these national standards and also regulates
emission sources that are under the exclusive authority of the federal government. No emissions will
occur as a result of the proposed project, as there is no constsruction associated with the conservation
of water at Prado Basin. The only potential impacts resulting from the implementation of the
proposed alternatives gre that repairs of downstream facilities may be required if larger releases as a
result of Alternatives 3, 4, or 5, occur. If one of these alternatives is selected, and damages occur, a
supplemental envn'onmental document would be prepared for the necessary repairs. Any potential
impacts are considered short term and insignificant. The upgrading of the downstream area as part of
the Santa Ana River Mainstem Project will include upgrading the bank protection at areas that may be
subject to erosion from flows up to 30,000cfs. This protection will be in place by 2007, and at that
point in time all the water conservation alternatives will be considered non-damaging. The proposed
project is in compliance with the Clean Air Act. Compliance for air quality included state review
through the State Clearinghouse process. No comments were received based on this review. The U.S.
EPA provided no comments on air quality in their required review of this document, which included a
Lack of Objections (LO) rating.

1.5.1.3 Clean Water Act of 1977

The project alternatives will be in compliance with the guidelines in 40 CFR 230.10(c), promulgated
by the EPA under Section 404(b) of the Clean Water Act (CWA). The CWA requires that no
discharge of dredged or fill material due to a project shall be permitted which will cause or contribute
to significant degradation of the waters of the United States. The project alternatives do not involve
the discharge or dredged or fill material, therefore, Section 404(b) of the CWA is not applicable to the
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project alternative. Other sections of the CWA, such as Sections 401 and 402, had no substantive
effect on the project formulation or project costs.

15.14 Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as Amended

The ESA states that various species of fish, wildlife, and plants in the United States have been
rendered extinct, depleted in numbers so that they are in danger of or threatened with extinction, or are
of aesthetic, ecological, educational, historical, recreational, and scientific value to the United States.
The purposes of the ESA are to provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon which endangered and
threatened species depend may be conserved and to provide a program for the conservation of such
endangered species and threatened species.

The federally endangered and threatened species that occur or may occur within Prado Basin and
downstream of Prado Dam include the least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, bald eagle,
arroyo southwestern toad, California red-legged frog, and the Santa Ana sucker.. Potential impacts
associated with the endangered species are discussed in Section 4.3. Informal consultation was
initiated in November 1997, and USFWS was included in the project delivery team meetings that were
held between the Corps and the local sponsor for the duration of project development. The Service
was included in the project formulation process. Formal consultation with USFWS under the ESA has
been completed, and mitigation measures have been accomplished and, or, negotiated to include:
acquisition of land for restoration, compensation to the Trust Fund for maintenance of restored habitat,
compensation at $50,000/ac for hoss of native riparian woodland understory to be used for arundo
removal, creation and enhancement of Santa Ana Sucker habitat, and support and implementation of a
Santa Ana Sucker Recovery Plan.

1.5.1.5 Federal Water Project Recreation Act of 1965 (Public Law 89-72)

The Federal Water Project Recreation Act states that full consideration shall be given to recreation and
fish and wildlife enhancement as purposes of federal water resources projects (federal navigation,
flood control, hydroelectric, or multipurpose). This Act established development of recreation
potential at federal water resource projects as a full project purpose. The law requires that any project
that can reasonably serve these purposes be constructed, operated, and maintained for fish and wildlife
and outdoor recreation,purposes. Planning with respect to the development of the recreation potential
of any such project shall be based on the coordination of the recreation use of the project area with the
use of the existing and planned federal, state, or local public recreation developments. The Act
specifies that non-federal public bodies are encouraged to assume responsibility for the management
of project areas and facilities except at those projects that are appropriate for federal administration
because of other federal programs.

The project alternatives do not include the addition of recreational facilities due to the anticipated
constant fluctuation of water surface elevations within the Prado Basin.

15.1.6 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as Amended

The Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study is in compliance with the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act. In response to the requirements of the Act, the USACE has and will continue to
coordinate with the USFWS and CDFG during all phases of the project. The USFWS's Coordination
Act Report (CAR) provides a detailed discussion of the effects associated with the project’s preferred
alternatives. The Draft CAR is provided in Appendix C of this EIS/EIR with a current letter from the
Service requesting that the subject DCAR serve as the Final CAR for this project. The draft EIS/EIR
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was sent to the USFWS during the public review period. Based on continuous, seamless consultation
between the USACE and the Service, there are no outstanding issues on this project.

1.5.1.7 Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The analyses of the project alternatives addressed in this EIS/EIR were performed in conjunction with
the USFWS. The alternatives will not entail the deliberate taking, killing, or possession of any
migratory birds; however, incidental to project implementation, some birds’ nests may be inundated in
years of heavy late-season rainfall by the rising reservoir pool. Because no deliberate take is involved,
the project alternatives are in compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

1.5.1.8 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as Amended

The Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study is in the process of complying with the
National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800). In accordance with 36 CFR 800, which implements
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, a records search and an archaeological survey
of the study, area has been performed by USACE. Mitigation measures for the project alternatives
have been identified to comply with the Section 106 requirements.

1.5.19 ' Flood Control Act of 1944

Section 4 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, as amended, states that projects are "...to construct,
maintain, and operate public parks and recreational facilities at water resource development projects
under the control of the Secretary of the Army, and to permit the construction, maintenance, and
operation of such facilities." The Act also provides that the water areas of projects are available for
public use generally for fishing, boating, and other recreational purposes. In addition, ready access to
and exit from project shore areas shall be maintained for general public use when in the public interest.

Due to the anticipated constant fluctuations of water surface elevations within the Prado Basin, no
recreational facilities are proposed as part of the project alternatives.

15.1.10 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Public Law 90-542)

In accordance with the: Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, certain selected rivers in the United States are to
be protected and preserved in free-flowing condition because of their "outstandingly remarkable
scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar values...." Every
wild, scenic, or recreational river in a free-flowing condition, or upon restoration of this condition, is
eligible for inclusion in the national wild and scenic rivers system. The portions of the Santa Ana
River immediately upstream and downstream of Prado Dam are not classified as a wild and scenic
river.

1.5.1.11 Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, May 24, 1977, as Amended

Under this Executive Order, the USACE must take action to avoid development in the base (100-year)
floodplain unless it is the only practicable alternative to reduce hazards and risks associated with
floods; to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare; and to restore and
preserve the natural and beneficial value of the base floodplain.

The planning of the proposed water conservation and supply project has considered the objectives of
the Executive Order. The primary purpose of Prado Dam is to assist in providing flood protection for
communities downstream of the dam. The objective of the currently proposed water conservation and
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supply project is to use water retention areas behind the dam to conserve runoff. The proposed action
would not adversely affect the purpose of the Prado Dam to provide flood protection. Therefore, this
action is considered to be consistent with Executive Order 11988.

1.5.1.12 Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands

In developing alternatives, the USACE considered the effects of the project alternatives on the survival
and quality of wetlands. Projects are to "...avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and short-term
adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of wetlands and to avoid direct or
indirect support of new construction in wetlands wherever there is a practicable alternative....". The
proposed project will affect wetlands within the Prado Basin. Implementation of mitigation measures
in association with the proposed water conservation and supply project will compensate for impacts on
wetlands, thus satisfying the goals of this Executive Order.

1.5.1.13 Farmlands Protection Policy Act

This Act requires federal agencies to coordinate with the National Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) and to consider impacts on prime, unique, statewide and local important farmlands in the
project planning process. Compliance with the Act had no substantive affect on the project
formulation or project costs. The entire footprint for the proposed action is either within the footprint
of the current flood pool within Prado Basin, or within the floodway downstream of Prado Basin.
Compliance with the FPPA has had no substantive effect on project formulation or project costs.

1.5.1.14 Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898 requires that proposed Federal actions address environmental justice in
minority populations and low-income populations. Specifically, this Executive Order requires
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of Federal programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-
income populations. Implementation of the project alternatives would not result in any significant
human health or environmental effects, subsequent to implementation of appropriate mitigation
measures. Further, no low-income or minority populations would be directly impacted by the project
and disproportionately high effects would not occur on any population because the project is taking
place within Prado Basin and no persons reside in the Basin.

1.5.1.15  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-580)

No chemicals or pesticides will be used as part of the proposed action. The project is in full
compliance with the act.

1.5.1.16 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980

The proposed project will not result in the release or discharge of any substances that are covered
under this act. The proposed action is in full compliance with the act.

1.5.1.17 Bald Eagle Protection Act

The proposed project will not result in any violation of the act, as eagles do not nest within the project
footprint. The project is in full compliance with the act.
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1.5.1.18 Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA)

The Prado Basin and the reach of the river downstream to the recharge facilities are not within the
Coastal Zone. CZMA is not applicable.

1.52 STATE AND REGIONAL
1.5.2.1 State
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

The project requires the acceptance of an environmental document as having been prepared in
compliance with the state and Orange County CEQA Guidelines, and certification that the data was
considered in the final decisions on the project.

California Endangered Species Act

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & Game Code §§ 2050, et seq.) recognizes that
certain species of fish, wildlife, and plants have been rendered extinct as a consequence of man's
activities, untempered by adequate concern and conservation and that other species of fish, wildlife,
and plants are in danger of, or threatened with, extinction because of a variety of causes. CESA further
states that California policy is to conserve, protect, restore, and enhance any endangered species or any
threatened species and its habitat and that it intends to acquire lands for habitat for these species.
CESA generally parallels the main provisions of the Federal Endangered Species Act and is
administered by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). Compliance with this Act was
subsumed under activities required under the federal Endangered Species Act, and is complete.
Compliance with the CESA, therefore, has had no substantive effect on project formulation or project
costs.

California Regional VYater Quality Control Board

State of California, Regional Water Quality Control Board. Pursuant to the Federal Clean Water Act
[Section 402(g)] and the State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit, a National Pollution
Elimination System permit (NPDES) would be required for any project construction activities that
would result in the disturbance of five or more acres. Compliance with the subject requirements has
had no substantive effect on project formulation or project costs.

California Clean Air Act Requirements

The California Clean Air Act of 1988 (CCAA), as amended in 1992, requires all air districts in the
state to endear to achieve and maintain state ambient air quality standards for ozone, carbon monoxide,
sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide by the earliest practicable date. California’s ambient air standards
are generally stricter than national standards for same pollutants. California also has established its
own standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing particles.
Compliance with the CCAA has had no substantive effect on project formulation or project costs.
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1.5.2.2 Regional
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Air Quality in the South Coast Air Basin (basin) is regulated by federal, state, and regional control
authorities. At the state level, the Lewis-Presiey Air Quality Management Act (originally adopted in
1976 and substantially amended in 1987) and the California Clean Air Act of 1988 (the Sher Bill, AB
2529) set air quality planning and regulatory responsibilities for the basin. The California Air
Resources (ARB), which became part of the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA),
is charged with the responsibility for ensuring implementation of the California Clean Air Act
(CCAA), responding to the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), coordinating efforts to attain and maintain
ambient air quality standards and conducting research into the causes of, and solutions to, air pollution
problems. The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) have responsibility for preparing periodically revising the Air
Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which contains measures to meet state and federal requirements.
SCAG also serves as the regional clearinghouse for projects requiring environmental documentation
under federal and state law. In this role, SCAG reviews proposed projects o analyze their impacts on
SCAG?’s regional plans. Compliance with the South Coast Air Quality Management District has
resulted in no comments on the project, and has had no substantive effect on project formulation or
project costs. There are no emissions that will occur as a result of the proposed project. If repairs of
the downstream area are required as a result of releases, an environmental document will be prepared
for the necessary repairs. No mitigation is required because there are no impacts to mitigate.
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2 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT
ALTERNATIVES

ursuant to 40 CFR 1502.14 and California Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., this EIS/EIR
includes the analyses of four alternatives for water conservation at Prado Dam, as well as the
NEPA mandated No Action Alternative. The following section provides a description of the
process used to develop the alternatives analyzed in this EIS/EIR, a description of the
alternatives' physical, construction, operational and maintenance characteristics, and a discussion of
those alternatives that have been eliminated from further analysis and the reasons for their elimination.

2.1 PROJECT SITE LOCATION

Prado Dam and Reservoir are located in the western portion of Riverside County (see Exhibit 2-1).
Prado Reservoir, as defined by the 169.6 meter (m) (556 foot [ft]) contour, encompasses
approximately 3,925 hectares (ha) (9,700 acres [ac]) surrounding the Santa Ana River northeast of the
junction of the Riverside Freeway (SR-91) and the Corona Expressway (SR-71) and west of Interstate
15 (I-15) (see Exhibit 2-2 and 2-3). Prado Reservoir falls within both the County of Riverside and
County of San Bernardino, and is bordered by the Cities of Corona to the south and east, and Norco to
the east. The USACE administers approximately 2,950 ha (7,300 ac) of federally owned lands in the
basin, most of which is leased out for recreation purposes. The OCWD administers approximately
970 ha (2,400 ac) in the Reservoir. The Santa Ana River drainage area includes the southwestern
slopes of the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains, as well as the broad alluvial
valleys of Riverside and San Bernardino Counties. The total drainage area above Prado Dam covers
5,838 km? (2,255 mi?), ranging in elevation from sea level to 11,985 ft at Mount San Gorgonio.

The study area also includes an approximately 8-mile portion of the Santa Ana River extending
downstream from Prado Dam to Weir Canyon Road. This area of the Santa Ana River lies within the
County of Riverside, County of Orange, and a small portion of the County of San Bernardino.
Downstream of Prado Dam, the Santa Ana River meanders naturally through the Santa Ana Canyon,
except for about three miles of revetment. The entire flood plain downstream of Prado Basin consists
of approximately 1,30Q, square miles, including about 70 square miles of coastal plain.

22 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The federal objective of water and related land resources project planning is to contribute to national
economic development (NED). Such contributions are considered increases in the net value of the
national output of goods and services expressed in monetary units. These contributions are to be
consistent with the protection of the nation's environment, pursuant to applicable executive orders and
other federal planning requirements, including the consideration of state and local concerns. The NED
objective of this project is to develop a plan that will provide the maximum water conservation
benefits from Prado Reservoir.

Water conservation and supply is one of the missions of the Corps defined in the Flood Control Act of
1944 and the Water Supply Act of 1958, as amended. The current policy was defined by Congress in
Section 932 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986. Among the aspects of water
conservation is modification of project operations to enhance groundwater replenishment, among other
means to enhance project usage for Municipal and Industrial purposes. The Corps objective in water
conservation and supply is to contribute to the National Economic Development (NED). NED
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benefits attributable to water conservation and supply are measured in terms of net changes in quantity
of water conserved. The net changes are measured in the planning area and in the rest of the Nation.

Prado Reservoir is proposed to allow for a greater amount of water conservation in response to local
concerns regarding future water supply sources, continued regional population growth, dwindling
imported water supplies, and continued increases in the cost of water. More specifically, the objective
of the currently proposed water conservation and supply study is to increase maximum pool elevation
for water conservation behind the dam between storms and after the flood season. During the flood
and non-flood seasons, the water levels behind the dam would be drawn down by releasing water at a
rate commensurate with downstream diversion and groundwater recharge needs. However, during the
flood season when unfavorable weather is forecast, the water level behind the dam would be drawn
down, if necessary, to accommodate anticipated flood flows. The main purpose of Prado Dam is for
flood protection for communities downstream of the dam. However, between storms and after the
flood season, the Reservoir could be used to temporarily store water with outflow no greater than the
capacity of the groundwater recharge basins downstream of the dam. When the dam output is
regulated in this manner, the water can be used to recharge the groundwater aquifer, one of the major
sources of water supply for people in Orange County.

The principal objective of the Feasibility Study is to determine if the operating plan for Prado Dam
could be modified to maximize water conservation while being consistent with the flood control
purpose, and also being environmentally acceptable and cost-effective.

2.3 EXISTING PRADO DAM AND ANCILLARY FACILITIES DESIGN FEATURES AND
OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Prado Dam is a compacted multi-zoned earth-filled embankment with a crest length of approximately
670 m (2,200 ft), and a height of approximately 32 m (106 ft) above the original streambed. The top
of the embankment is 9.5 m (30 ft) wide and paved with asphaltic concrete, forming a roadway across
the dam. The top of the spillway crest is at elevation 543 feet and the top of the dam is at elevation
566 feet. The Phase II General Design Memorandum (GDM), which included structural revisions to
Prado Dam, was approved in 1988; however, the improvements to the dam have not been completed.
The improvements would result in raising the spillway crest 6.1 m (20 ft) and the top of the dam 8.7 m
(28.4 f1) to elevation 563 and 594.4 ft, respectively. The outlet works are located in the west abutment
of the dam and consist of (1) an approach channel, (2) a 59.5 m (195 ft) long intake structure, (3) a
180.3 m (591 ft) long double box conduit, and (4) a 111.6 m (366 ft) long rectangular concrete outlet
channel. The additional Phase II GDM features that have not been completed include modification of
the floodgates and changes to the maximum release rates from Prado Dam due to improvement in
Reach 9.

The long term recharge capacity for the facilities downstream from Prado Dam averages 500 cubic
feet per second (cfs). OCWD has estimated that the average discharge will increase to 580 cfs in the
future. During the flood season, under the current operation plan for Prado Dam, when the water
surface is below elevation 494 fi, the release varies from 0 to 600 cfs, depending on the capacity at the
downstream spreading grounds. When the water surface elevation exceeds elevation 494 ft, releases
are stepped up to a maximum of 5000 cfs. During the non-flood season, when the water surface is
below elevation 505 ft, releases vary between 0 and 650 cfs, while maintaining a running average of
500 cfs as long as water remains behind the dam.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study
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Section 2 Description of Project Alternatives

24 ALTERNATIVES FORMULATION PROCESS

This EIS/EIR includes an evaluation of five alternatives. One of the alternatives is a no action
alternative and the other four alternatives include varying options of water conservation. The federal
objective of this study is to provide the maximum water conservation benefits for the citizens of
Orange County. Opportunities to provide additional water conservation are limited by the flood
control function of Prado Dam as well as environmental constraints.

There were a number of water conservation alternatives that were addressed during the preparation of
the reconnaissance studies for Prado Dam. The 1992 reconnaissance study entitled Seven Oaks and
Prado Dams Water Conservation Study evaluated five alternatives and the Prado Basin Water
Conservation Reconnaissance Report that was prepared in 1996 evaluated nine alternatives. One of
the alternatives (Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 498 ft — Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft)
evaluated in the 1992 reconnaissance study was the same alternative evaluated in the reconnaissance
study prepared in 1996. Following is the list of the 13 alternatives that were evaluated during the
reconnaissance phase.

Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 498 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 498 ft
Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 508 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 508 ft
Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 498 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 512 ft
Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 508 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 512 ft
Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 494 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 498 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 499 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 500 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 501 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 502 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 503 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
Winter, Flood Forecasting to Elevation 504 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
Wintef Flood Forecasting to Elevation 505 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft

During the preparation of the 1996 reconnaissance report, two additional alternatives were identified,
but no detailed evaluation was conducted. These alternatives included:

B  Santa Ana River Polishing Ponds
B Peripheral Water Conservation Holding Ponds (Between Elevations 556 and 566 ft)

2.5 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS

Subsequent to the preparation of the reconnaissance reports during the course of the feasibility study,
10 of the 15 alternatives were eliminated from further consideration because they were not considered
to be economically feasible. Following are the 10 alternatives.

®  Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 498 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 512 f

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study
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Section 2 Description of Project Alternatives

This alternative was eliminated from further consideration as there was no
desire to increase elevation of the Seasonal Pool above the current 505 feet.

®  Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 508 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 512 ft
This alternative was eliminated from further consideration as there was no
desire to increase elevation of the Seasonal Pool above the current 505 feet.

®  Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 498 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 498 ft
This alternative was eliminated from further consideration as there was no
desire to decrease elevation of the Seasonal Pool below the current 505 feet.

®  Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 499 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
This alternative was eliminated from further consideration as the incremental
increase in water stored compared to Alternative 2 was not considered
acceptable to the local sponsor

®  Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 501 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
This alternative was eliminated from further consideration as the incremental
increase in water stored compared to Alternative 3 was not considered
acceptable to the local sponsor

¥ Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 502 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
This alternative was eliminated from further consideration as the incremental
increase in water stored compared to Alternative 3 was not considered
acceptable to the local sponsor

®  Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 503 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
This alternative was eliminated from further consideration as the incremental
difference in water stored compared to Alternative 4 was not considered
acceptable to the local sponsor

®  Winter Flood Forecasting to Elevation 504 ft - Seasonal Pool to Elevation 505 ft
This alternative was eliminated from further consideration as the incremental
difference in water stored compared to Alternative 4 was not considered
acceptable to the local sponsor

®  Santa Ana River Polishing Ponds
. This alternative was eliminated from further consideration as it would have
* required extensive construction within the lower elevations of the basin
between elevations 500 and 530 feet.

Peripheral Water Conservation Holding Ponds (Between Elevations 556 and 566 ft.)
This alternative was eliminated from further consideration as it would require
the local sponsor to purchase extensive farm lands above the existing flood

pool, and complete extensive construction to create storage ponds.

2.6 ALTERNATIVES CARRIED FORWARD FOR DETAILED ANALYSIS

Four water conservation alternatives and the No Action Alternative are being considered for Prado
Dam in this EIS/EIR. The alternatives analyzed in this EIS/EIR are referred to below as Alternative 1:
No Action Alternative; Alternative 2: Flood Season Water Conservation up to Elevation 498 ft and
Non-Flood Season Water Conservation up to Elevation 505 ft; Alternative 3: Flood Season Water
Conservation up to 500 ft and Non-Flood Season Water Conservation up to Elevation 505 fi;
Alternative 4: Flood Season Water Conservation Up To Elevation 505 Feet and Non-Flood Season
Water Conservation up to Elevation 505 Feet; Alternative 5: Flood Season Water Conservation up to

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study
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Section 2 ’ Description of Project Alternatives

Elevation 508 Feet and Non-Flood Season Water Conservation up to Elevation 508 Feet. The
alternative that contributes most to the national economic development (NED) is Alternative 2.
The locally preferred alternative is Alternative 3.

2.6.1 PROJECT ASSUMPTIONS

Alternative 1 (No Action) and Alternative 2 are not dependent on the completion of improvements to
Prado Dam and the Santa Ana River. Implementation of project alternatives 3 through 5 are
dependent upon the completion of improvements along the Santa Ana River as these alternatives
require the capability to release flows in excess of 5,000 cfs, which is greater than the current non-
damaging release rate of 5,000 cfs. For the proposed water conservation project at Prado Dam, these
improvements include the outlets and downstream channel components of the Phase II General
Design Memorandum (GDM) for the Santa Ana River Mainstem Project. These improvements are
anticipated to be completed by the year 2005.

Analysis of project alternatives 2 through 5 is based on present and future conditions. Under present
and future conditions it is assumed that all of the improvements associated with the Phase II GDM for
the Santa Ana River Mainstem Project are implemented. Under present conditions also include
estimated urbanization for the year 2002 and inflow from eight upstream reclamation plants. Future
conditions include estimated urbanization for the year 2052 and inflow from eleven upstream
reclamation plants.

The impoundment capacity assumptions for the water conservation pool under present conditions are
based on the 1988 survey for Prado Reservoir (ie., 25,750 ac-ft at elevation 505 ft). The
impoundment capacity for the water conservation pool under future conditions assumes sediment
accumulation of approximately 35,000 ac-ft throughout Prado Reservoir (distributed up to elevation
566 ft). Due to sediment accumulation, the impoundment capacity will be less under future conditions
(i.e., 15,772 ac-ft at elevation 505 ft) compared to present conditions (i.e., 25,750 ac-ft at elevation
505 ft). Table 2-1 shows area and storage capacities at various elevations within Prado Reservoir for
present and future conditions.

Analysis of the project alternatives also involves assumptions regarding conditions immediately
downstream of Prado Dam to the Weir Canyon area of the Santa Ana River. Existing conditions are
based on the current, mainly naturalized condition of the River downstream of Prado Dam to Weir
Canyon. Future conditions downstream assume that the Santa Ana River has been modified with
structural improvements that provide protection from the 190-year flood.

Certain operational characteristics are common to each alternative. Inundation remains the same as
future conditions/existing operations, or the same as alternatives 2 and 3, including the No Action
Alternative. The basin is filled prior to flood control releases up to elevation 490 ft (Debris Pool) in
order to prevent debris from entering and plugging the outlet works. There are no seasonal restrictions
on inundation in the debris pool. During the flood season (October 1 through the end of February),
water can be stored in the Buffer Pool (currently up to elevation 494 ft), when weather conditions are
favorable. Releases from the Debris Pool and the Buffer Pool occur at a rate that the downstream
recharge facilities can accommodate (usually 0-600 cfs). During the non-flood season (March 1
through September 30), water can be stored in the Seasonal Pool (currently up to elevation 505 ft).
The Seasonal Pool is expanded linearly from the Buffer Pool level from March 1 to March 10, up to
the maximum Seasonal Pool elevation. Releases from the reservoir during the non-flood season are
limited to the intake capacity of the downstream spreading facilities or 500 cfs, whichever is larger.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study
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TABLE 2-1
AREA AND STORAGE CAPACITIES
WITHIN PRADO RESERVOIR
Area (acres) Storage (acre-feet)
. Present Present
Alternative Elevation* Conditions Future Conditions Conditions Future Conditions
1 494 1,081 686 8,435 2,700
2 498 1,433 987 13,640 6,725
3 500 1,593 1,161 16,520 8,764
4 505 2,123 1,667 25,750 15,772
5 508 2,426 1,959 32,580 21,216

N/A — Not applicable because these alternatives are only temporary.
? Elevation of water conservation during the flood season.
Source: USACE 1998

Routine maintenance of the dam and embankment usually takes place during July, August, and
September (usually the lowest runoff months of the year). For maintenance activities requiring a dry
reservoir area, a release schedule that provides for outflow equal to inflow will be implemented. A
Memorandum of Agreement, signed by USACE and the OCWD and approved in 1993, designates
September as the month for this type of maintenance.

2.,6.2 ALTERNATIVES

2.6.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

This alternative is the existing operation at Prado Dam. When inflow to Prado Dam is greater than the
percolation capacity of the downstream spreading grounds, the existing Debris Pool (elevation 490 ft)
can be utilized for water conservation at any time during the year. The existing operation schedule
calis for controlled releases up to 600 cfs until the reservoir reaches elevation 490 ft. During the flood
season, encroachment into the Flood-Control Pool can occur up to elevation 494 ft (Buffer Pool) for
water conservation purposes, when weather conditions are favorable. When the threat of unfavorable
weather is forecast, the reservoir will be drawn down enough as low as 490 ft to accommodate the
anticipated inflow volume from the storm(s) to ensure there is storage available for flood control

operations.

During the non-flood season, water can be held up to elevation 505 ft (Seasonal Pool) for water
conservation purposes. Beginning the 1% of March, the maximum allowable water surface elevation
for conservation is linearly increased at approximately 1.1 feet per day from elevation 494 ft to
elevation 505 ft on the 10™ of March. The pool may be maintained as high as elevation 505 ft until the
30™ of September (see Exhibit 2-4). However, if maintenance is required, the reservoir must be
evacuated before the 1* of September. If summer flood runoff occurs in the month of September, the
dam can be operated for water conservation up to elevation 505 ft, provided that the impoundment
doesn’t interfere with maintenance requirements. Releases from Prado Dam during water conservation
operations are based on the estimated rate that the downstream spreading channel can percolate while
maintaining the minimum release criteria. If hydrologic forecasts and reservoir conditions indicate that
the water surface elevation will exceed elevation 505 ft, water control personnel at the Reservoir
Operation Center (ROC) will match inflow with outflow. Above elevation 505 ft, the reservoir is put
in full flood control mode and outflows can be made up to the downstream channel capacity of the
Santa Ana River (approximately 30,000 cfs).

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study
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Section 2 Description of Project Alternatives

Under this alternative, the water conservation pool encompasses approximately 1,080 ac during the
flood season up to elevation 494 ft, and 2,125 ac during the non-flood season up to elevation 505 ft.
This alternative presently allows for up to 8,435 ac-ft of water storage during the flood season and
25,750 ac-ft during the non-flood season. For future conditions, water storage would be 2,700 ac-ft
during the flood season and 15,770 ac-ft during the non-flood season. Tables 2-2 (present conditions)
and 2-3 (future conditions) show the duration of inundation at various elevations within the Prado
Reservoir during 2-, 5-, 10-, 25-, 50-, and 100-year storm events. As an example, during a 100-year
flood event, elevation 505 ft would be inundated with water for approximately 135 days under the
present condition and 165 days under the future conditions. Tables 2-2 and 2-3 also show that the
average number of days of per year at elevation 505 ft is 9 days for present conditions and 12 days for
future conditions.

During the flood season, the USACE has safety regulations for release rates from Prado Dam. These
regulations require that release rates accommodate the evacuation of the reservoir down to the Debris
Pool (elevation 490 ft) within a 24-hour period to ensure there is storage available for flood control.
To drain the reservoir from elevation 494 ft to 490 ft within 24 hours, a maximum release rate of 2,500
cfs from the Phase II gates would be attained by incrementally increasing the release rate of 625 cfs
every half-hour, in accordance with the USACE Water Control Manual. The downstream inundation
area associated with a maximum release rate of 2,500 cfs is shown on Exhibit 2-5. The frequency of
inundation of this downstream area with this alternative would remain at the existing inundation
frequency that is once every 2 years.

TABLE 2-2
INUNDATION DURATIONS FOR PRADO RESERVOIR
WITH ALTERNATIVE 1 - PRESENT CONDITIONS
Flood Season Water Conservation with Forecasting to 494.0 ft +
Non-Flood Season Water Conservation to 505.0 ft

Duration of Inundation (Days) at Various Elevations (ft)
470 480 490 494 498 500 505 510 520 530 540
2 115 55 25 8 0 [1] 0 0 0 0
5 160 140 103 80 45 23 3 0 0 0
10 210 190 155 125 88 70 25 6.5 0 0
25 270 |* 240 210 190 160 145 80 11 4 0
50 340 310 290 250 205 180 100 14 6.5
360 330 310 275 240 215 135 16 8.5
9 1.5 0.5

Source: USACE 1998

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
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Section 2 . Description of Project Alternatives

TABLE 2-3
INUNDATION DURATIONS FOR PRADO RESERVOIR |
WITH ALTERNATIVE 1 - FUTURE CONDITIONS
Flood Season Water Conservation with Forecasting to 494.0 ft +
Non-Flood Season Water Conservation to 505.0 ft

490 494 498

110 60 5

180 140 100

210 175 130

245 225 190

310 290 255

88

Source: USACE 1998

2.6.2.2 Alternative 2: Flood Season Water Conservation Up To Elevation 498 Feet And Non-
* Flood Season Water Conservation Up To Elevation 505 Feet (NED PLAN)

This alternative could increase the water conservation level within Prado Reservoir to elevation 498
feet during the flood season. Under present conditions, this increase could inundate up to 352
additional acres (33 percent increase) and impound up to 5,205 additional acre-feet (62 percent
increase) of water for conservation purposes during the flood season, compared to existing operations.
Under future conditions, this alternative could inundate up to 301 additional acres (44 percent
increase) and impound up to 4,025 additional acre-feet (149 percent increase) of water for
conservation purposes during the flood season. No increase in the water conservation level is
proposed during the non-flood season. Inundation and impoundment values during the non-flood
season could be greater than the No Action Alternative under both present and future conditions. The
greater inundation and impound values could occur because the flood pool under this alternative (i.c.
elevation 498 f.) could have more water going into the non-flood season than the flood pool under the
No Action Alternative (i.e. 494 fi. elevation).

When inflow to Prado Reservoir is greater than the percolation capacity of the downstream spreading
grounds, the existing Debris Pool (elevation 490 ft) can be utilized for water conservation at any time
during the year. The existing operation schedule calls for controlled releases up to 600 cfs until the
reservoir reaches elevation 490 ft. During the flood season, encroachment into the Flood-Control Pool
could occur up to elevation 498 ft (Buffer Pool) for water conservation purposes, when weather
conditions are favorable. When the threat of unfavorable weather is forecast, the reservoir could be
drawn down as low as 490 ft to accommodate the anticipated inflow volume from the storm(s) (as low
as 490 ft.) to ensure there is storage available for flood control operations.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study
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Section 2 Description of Project Alternatives
TABLE 2-4
INUNDATION DURATIONS FOR PRADO RESERVOIR
WITH ALTERNATIVE 2 - PRESENT CONDITIONS
Flood Season Water Conservation with Forecasting to 498.0 ft +
Non-Flood Season Water Conservation to 505.0 ft
Duration of Inundation (Days) at Various Elevations (ft)
Frequency (Increase from Alt. 1 - Present Conditions)
(Years) 470 480 490 494 498 500 505 510 520 530 540
2 115 65 35 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 10 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 170 150 113 90 55 33 4 0 0 0 0
10 10 10 10 10 10 1 0 0 0 0
10 210 190 170 145 108 90 25 6.5 0 0 0
0 0 15 20 20 20 0 0 0 0 0
25 270 240 210 195 170 155 80 11 4 0 0
0 0 0 5 10 10 0 0 0 0 0
50 340 315 305 290 235 195 105 15 7 2 0
0 5 15 40 30 15 5 ] 0.5 0.5 0
100 360 330 325 305 255 225 140 19 9 4 1
. 0 0 15 30 15 10 5 3 0.5 0 0
Annua! 89 74 59 48 33 26 9.5 1.5 0.5 0 0
Average 2 4 b 6 4 4 0.5 0 0 0 0
Source: USACE 1998
TABLE 2-5
INUNDATION DURATIONS FOR PRADO RESERVOIR
WITH ALTERNATIVE 2 - FUTURE CONDITIONS
Flood Season Water Conservation with Forecasting to 498.0 ft +
Non-Flood Season Water Conservation to 505.0 ft
Duration of Inundation (Days) at Various Elevations (ft)
Frequency (Increase from Alt. 1 - Future Conditions)
(Years) 470 430 490 494 498 500 505 510 520 530 540
2 185 160 145 110 40 3 0 0 0 0 0
0 10 35 50 35 3 0 0 0 0 0
5 240 230 210 180 125 95 8.5 2.5 0 0 0
10 25 30 40 25 20 3 ] 0 0 0
10 270 255 240 200 145 120 45 8 2 0 0
10 20 30 25 15 15 5 ] 0 0 0
25 310 290 270 245 210 185 105 14 6.5 0 0
0 25 25 20 20 15 5 2 0 0 0
50 350 340 335 330 295 260 140 16 9 3.5 0
0 5 25 40 40 35 10 1 0.5 0 0
100 360 350 345 340 305 285 170 20 11 6 2.5
0 0 10 25 30 30 5 2 0 0 0
Annual 120 112 103 88 59 44 14 2 1 0 0
Average 3 9 15 20 13 7 2 0 0 0 0

Source: USACE 1998

As with current operations during the non-flood season, water can be held up to elevation 505 ft
(Seasonal Pool) for water conservation purposes. Beginning the 1* of March, the maximum allowable
water surface elevation for conservation is linearly increased from elevation 498 ft to elevation 505 ft

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Prado Basin Water Conservation Feasibility Study
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Section 2 Description of Project Alternatives

on the 10® of March (see Exhibit 2-6). The pool may be maintained as high as elevation 505 ft until
the 30% of September. However, if maintenance is required, the reservoir must be evacuated before the
1* of September. If summer flood runoff occurs in the month of September, the dam can be operated
for water conservation up to elevation 505 ft, provided that the impoundment doesn’t interfere with
maintenance requirements. Releases from Prado Dam (350-650/500 cfs running average), during water
conservation operations, would be based on the estimated rate that the downstream spreading channel
can percolate while maintaining minimum release criteria. If hydrologic forecasts and reservoir
conditions indicate that the water surface elevation will exceed elevation 505.0 ft, water control
personnel at the ROC would match inflow with outflow. Above elevation 505.0 ft, the reservoir is in
full flood control mode and outflows can be made up to the downstream capacity of the Santa Ana
River channel (which is approximately 30,000 cfs).

During the flood season, the USACE has safety regulations for release rates from Prado Dam. These
regulations require that release rates accommodate the evacuation of the reservoir down to the Debris
Pool (elevation 490 ft) within a 24-hour period to ensure there is storage available for flood control.
To drain the reservoir from elevation 498 ft to 490 ft, a maximum release rate of 5,000 cfs from the
Phase II gates would be attained by incrementally increasing the release rate by 625 cfs every half-
hour, in accordance with the USACE Water Control Manual. The downstream inundation area
associated with a maximum release rate of 5,000 cfs is shown on Exhibit 2-5. The frequency of
inundation of this downstream area with this alternative would increase from once every 12 years
without the project to once every 2 years with the project.

2.6.2.3 Alternative 3: Flood Season Water Conservation Up To Elevation 500 Feet And Non-
Flood Season Water Conservation Up To Elevation 505 Feet (Locally Preferred
Plan)

This alternative could increase the water conservation level within Prado Reservoir to elevation 500
feet during the flood season. Under present conditions, this increase could inundate up to 512
additional acres (47 percent increase) and impound up to 8,085 additional acre-feet (96 percent
increase) of water for conservation purposes during the flood season, compared to existing operations.
Under future conditions, this alternative could inundate up to 475 additional acres (70 percent
increase) and impound up to 6,064 additional acre-feet (225 percent increase) of water for
conservation purposes. during the flood season. No increase in the water conservation level is
proposed during the non-flood season. Inundation and impound values during the non-flood season
would be the same as the No Project Alternative under both present and future conditions. Tables 2-6
(present conditions) and 2-7 (future conditions) show the duration of inundation at various elevations
within the Prado Reservoir during 2-, 5-, 10-, 25-, 50-, and 100-year events.

When inflow to Prado Dam is greater than the percolation capacity of the downstream spreading
grounds, the existing Debris Pool (elevation 490 ft) can be utilized for water conservation at any time
during the year. The existing operation schedule calls for controlled releases up to 600 cfs until the
reservoir reaches elevation 490 ft. During the flood season, encroachment into the Flood-Control Pool
could occur up to elevation 500 ft (Buffer Pool) for water conservation purposes, when weather
conditions are favorable. When the threat of unfavorable weather is forecast, the reservoir could be
drawn down as low as 490 ft to accommodate the anticipated inflow volume from the storm(s) (as low
as 490 ft.) to ensure there is storage available for flood control operations.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
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Section 2 Description of Project Alternatives
TABLE 2-6
INUNDATION DURATIONS FOR PRADO RESERVOIR
WITH ALTERNATIVE 3 - PRESENT CONDITIONS
Flood Season Water Conservation with Forecasting to 500.0 ft +
Non-Flood Season Water Conservation to 505.0 ft
Duration of Inundation (Days) at Various Elevations (ft)
Frequency (Increase from Alf. 1 - Present Conditions)
(Years) 470 480 490 494 498 500 505 510 520 530 540
2 120 65 40 23 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 10 15 15 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 175 155 118 100 75 63 11 0 0 0 0
15 15 15 20 30 40 8 0 0 0 0
10 210 190 170 145 113 100 35 7 0 0 0
0 0 15 20 25 30 10 0.5 0 0 0
25 270 240 215 200 180 160 90 11 4 0 0
0 0 5 10 20 15 10 0 0 0 0
50 340 315 305 290 240 210 115 15 6.5 1.5 0
0 5 15 40 35 30 15 i 0 0 0
100 360 330 325 305 270 240 145 19 8.5 4 1
. 0 0 15 30 30 25 10 3 0 0 0
Annual 90 75 61 51 39 33 12 1.5 0.5 0 0
Average 3 5 7 9 10 11 3 0 0 0 0
Source: USACE 1998
TABLE 2-7
INUNDATION DURATIONS FOR PRADO RESERVOIR
WITH ALTERNATIVE 3 - FUTURE CONDITIONS
Flood Season Water Conservation with Forecasting to 500.0 ft +
Non-Flood Season Water Conservation to 505.0 ft
Duration of Inundation (Days) at Various Elevations (ft)
Frequency (Increase from Alt. 1 - Future Conditions)
(Years) 470 | 480 | 490 | 494 | 498 | 500 | 505 | 510 | 520 | 530 | 540
2 185 170 145 110 40 3 0 0 0 0 0
0 20 35 50 35 3 0 0 0 0 0
5 240 230 210 180 130 105 20 3 0 0 0
10 25 30 40 30 30 15 1.5 0 0 0
10 270 255 240 200 150 125 55 9 2.5 0 0
10 20 30 25 20 20 15 2 0.5 0 0
25 310 290 270 245 210 190 120 15 7 0 0
0 25 25 20 20 20 20 3 0.5 0 0
50 350 340 335 330 295 265 150 18 9.5 35 0
0 5 25 40 40 40 20 3 1 0 0
100 360 350 345 340 305 290 180 21 11 6 2.5
0 0 10 25 30 35 15 3 0 0 0
Annual 120 113 103 88 61 47 18 2.5 1 0 0
Average 3 10 15 20 15 10 6 0.5 0 0 0

Source: USACE 1998

As with current operations during the non-flood season, water can be held up to elevation 505 ft
(Seasonal Pool) for water conservation purposes. Beginning the 1* of March, the maximum allowable
water surface elevation for conservation is linearly increased from elevation 500 ft to elevation 505 ft

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
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